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ABSTRACT 
Throughout the field of corrections in the United States, the prevalent question in 
regard to reentry preparation of offenders is, “what works?” With a renewed focus on 
providing meaningful program opportunities for offenders that enable real and sustained 
changes for reentry success, which has been partially driven by overcrowded prison 
systems and soaring corrections budgets, the quest has been energized for program 
models with results that are empirically based.  As part of this quest, the Rand 
Corporation in 2014 (Davis, et al., 2014) published a comprehensive review of 
correctional education programs based on a meta-analysis of past studies and reported 
that offenders involved in education programs were significantly more likely to realize 
success after release from prison than those that were not involved in these programs.  
In their 2014 final report, the Rand Corporation made recommendations for 
research efforts at the state and federal levels (Davis et al., 2014).  One of their 
recommendations was to determine what types of instruction and curriculum delivery are 
most effective in a correctional education setting.  Another recommendation was to 
determine what principles from adult learning are applicable in correctional education. 
This study was designed to provide data for those two questions.  This mixed 
methods, experimentally-designed study is framed in three research questions that are 
focused on gaining knowledge of the potential benefit of using trained peer tutors to 
supplement the instruction in adult basic education classes and General Education 
Development (GED) classes in a correctional environment.  Theoretical applications are 
grounded in social learning theory and adult learning theories.  Quantitative data were 
collected on academic performance, attendance, and perceived value and interest in 
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education.  Qualitative data supplemented and enhanced the quantitative data and 
provided an excellent insight into the thoughts of the tutors regarding their role in helping 
others.     
Statistical significance was found with the aid of the tutors in the adult basic 
education classes in terms of academic performance, but not with the GED class.  
Principles of andragogical instruction were examined, discussed, and supported by all 
students.  Expressions of tutor support and help were repeatedly presented as beneficial 
during interviews.  Further questions about attendance were raised.       
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CHAPTER 1 
LEADERSHIP AND PURPOSE OF THE ACTION 
 Many times when I enter the prison yard and walk to my office, I am 
overwhelmed with the sheer number of individuals walking around in orange uniforms as 
incarcerated offenders committed to the Arizona Department of Corrections.  I often 
think that this image is presented every day to correctional staff in 10 state prison 
complexes with multiple units within each complex. This image, as in my case, is also 
presented to the staff in six private prisons because the sea of orange exceeds the bed 
capacity of the state prisons in Arizona.  Most of these individuals in orange have 
families or loved ones at home that miss their support emotionally, physically and 
financially. Yet, the sad truth is 46.2% of the current offenders in the ADC had a prior 
commitment to state prison (ADC, 2018).  This rate, with some variance, is repeated in 
all fifty states within the United States.  How do we address and mitigate such a social 
problem? 
 To some, it may almost seem ironic to think of quiet education classrooms in the 
context of prison environments, especially as a possible key to resolving prison over-
population dilemmas.  After all, the image of a school student almost seems in contrast to 
the image of an incarcerated felon serving time in a state prison. However, the research 
literature indicates that correctional education programs do provide opportunities to 
offenders that assist them with being able to realize success in the reentry process and 
break the vicious cycle of reincarceration.         
National Context 
Approximately 700,000 individuals are released each year from state and federal  
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prisons.  The conservative statistics indicate that over 40 percent of those individuals will 
be re-incarcerated within three years of release (Davis et al., 2014).  Research has 
indicated that a variety of factors affect the ability of ex-offenders to successfully reenter 
their communities. One key factor that has been salient in the research, however, is that 
these ex-offenders do not have the education, training, and skills to support a successful 
return to their communities.  The most recent research findings on this issue are profiled 
below (Davis et al., 2014): 
• In 2004, 37 percent of the incarcerated offenders did not have either a high 
school diploma or GED when compared with 19 percent of the United States 
population age 16 years and over. 
• Only 14.4 percent of the offenders in state prisons had some post-secondary 
education compared with 51 percent of the general adult population in the 
United States. 
• In 2003, the National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL) conducted an 
English literacy assessment of 1,200 inmates in state and federal prisons and a 
sample of 18,000 adults living in the United States.  On average, the adult 
inmates had a lower score on each of the three literacy scales:  prose, document, 
and quantitative. 
This lower level of academic knowledge and skill level presents a significant 
challenge for offenders during the reentry process, because it impedes their ability to 
compete with others for legitimate employment. As a direct result, the unemployment 
rate for ex-offenders has been found to be six percent higher than the general public, and 
when ex-offenders are employed, they make lower hourly wages than the general public  
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(Davis et al., 2014).   
To address this important deficiency and improve reentry successes, the Second 
Chance Act (SCA) was signed into law on April 9, 2008, by President George Bush.  The 
design of this legislation was to directly improve the outcomes for individuals returning 
to communities upon their release from prison.  The Office of Justice Programs, which is 
an agency within the U.S. Department of Justice, funds and administers the grant 
programs from this legislation.  Some of these federal grant programs include funding for 
correctional education programs.  Research has clearly demonstrated that educational 
achievement while incarcerated has significantly benefited offenders with the reentry 
process (Brewster & Sharp, 2002; Cho &Tyler, 2010; Duwe & Clark, 2014; MTC, 2003; 
Pompoco et al., 2017; Tyler & Kling, 2006; Zgoba, Haugebrook, & Jenkins, 2008). The 
grant funding process was a significant step forward in improving the opportunities for 
successful reintegration of those offenders who take advantage of the correctional 
education programs in the prisons. In 2010, to further validate the specific benefits of 
participation in educational programming, funding was provided under the SCA for a 
comprehensive study of the current status of correctional programs in adult and juvenile 
institutions, the effectiveness of these various programs, and how effective programs 
might be implemented in other locations. The Office of Justice Programs’ Bureau of 
Justice Assistance awarded this research cooperative agreement to the RAND 
Corporation (Davis et al., 2014).    
Correctional education can mean a variety of programs to include life skills.  For 
the purposes of the education program effectiveness cooperative agreement and this 
study, correctional education was defined as four levels. The first level is adult basic 
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education, which involves basic knowledge and skills in arithmetic, reading, writing, and 
English as a second language. The second level was adult secondary education, which 
includes completing coursework for a high school diploma or preparation for a General 
Education Development (GED).  The third level was career technical education (CTE), 
which involves instruction in general employment or technical training.  The fourth level 
was postsecondary education, which enables individuals to complete college course work 
and attain a college degree.  
  Davis et al. (2014) completed their research project sponsored by the Bureau of 
Justice Assistance and shared the results of a meta-analysis report on the benefits of 
correctional education in regard to impact on recidivism rates and/or post-incarceration 
employment.  Their study involved the review of 58 studies of correctional programs 
conducted in the United States between January 1, 1980 and December 31, 2011.  Their 
meta-analysis of the studies using recidivism only as an outcome (n=50) revealed that 
offenders who participated in correctional education programs had a 36 percent lower 
likelihood of recidivating than those offenders that did not participate.  Considering 
potential bias based on selection methods, such as offenders being assigned to education 
programs based on demonstrated potential, a meta-analysis was conducted on studies 
with the most rigorous research design (n=7).   The results of this meta-analysis found 
that offenders who participated in correctional education had a 43 percent lower 
likelihood of recidivating than those offenders who did not participate (Davis et al., 
2014).  Thus, there is evidence that the positive results were not based on selection. 
Based on this research and others, a renewed interest in providing post-secondary 
educational opportunities to inmates has been generated at both the national and state 
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level (Davis et al., 2017).  Under the guidance of President Barrack Obama, the U.S. 
Department of Education announced in July 2015 a new Second Chance Pell Grant Pilot 
Program that allowed inmates who meet Title IV eligibility requirements to be eligible 
for Pell Grants to fund their postsecondary education and training while incarcerated. Pell 
Grants had been used in the past by inmates to fund college-level course work, but this 
eligibility was pulled in in 1994 with the passage of the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act.  With this new opportunity, over 200 colleges and universities applied 
for the Pell pilot award. Sixty-nine postsecondary schools in 42 states were awarded a 
grant under this new program (Davis et al., 2017). Arizona was not one of them.     
 Beyond the federal, state, local governments, and correctional agencies 
recognizing the importance of correctional education in the reentry process, the private 
prison industry has also recognized its importance.  The three largest private prison 
organizations that operate in the United States (CoreCivic, GEO Group, and MTC) all 
have reentry strategies that include education as an important element of the their 
programs (CoreCivic, 2017; GEO Group, n.d., MTC, n.d.). These private prison 
education programs all include at least adult basic education, GED, and vocational 
education classes.   
Personal Context 
 I have a strong passion for correctional programs of quality.  I believe that if 
incarcerated individuals are provided the opportunity to learn and develop skills, 
knowledge, and training, they can be successful in their reentry process.  If education and 
training are combined with cognitive behavioral classes, which are psycho-educational 
instructional classes designed to change the critical thinking process of offenders, then 
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interpersonal changes are made and success is even further enhanced during reentry. I 
have witnessed these changes with individuals from some of the most challenging 
populations to work with in corrections:  maximum custody inmates and high-need 
mental health inmates. 
 I have been in corrections since 1981, and I love the work. I actually wrote my 
high school senior thesis on the causal factors of the prison riots at Attica and New 
Mexico. I obtained my Bachelor of Science Degree in Criminal Justice and Corrections 
and Psychology (dual major).  I have worked all levels of corrections to include county, 
state, and federal.  I have worked in probation, correctional institutions, and release 
centers.  I have worked with every population of inmate except female juveniles. This 
includes death row to DUIs, juveniles and minors to geriatric and minimum custody to 
high custody.  I completed my Master of Arts in Criminal Justice at ASU in 2014.  I was 
accepted into the Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership and Innovation in 
December 2015 and started the program in March of 2016. 
 After starting as a correctional officer, I was promoted through various program 
positions within the Arizona Department of Corrections. I was a deputy warden for five 
years in six different facilities, and a complex warden for 10 years in three state prison 
complexes.  I retired from state service in October 2016 and started a career with a 
private prison organization titled CoreCivic. I am the assistant warden of programs at the 
Red Rock Correctional Center, located in Eloy, Arizona, which houses 2,000 medium 
custody Arizona Department of Corrections inmates.  
As the assistant warden of programs, I am responsible for all program services to  
include education, substance abuse treatment, religious services, recreation, library  
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services, and work assignments. My problem of practice and my challenge is that, like 
other correctional facilities in the ADC, and even nationally (MTC, 2003), many of the 
inmates in ADC are not interested in correctional education programs, and some of those 
strongly resist any type of educational programming. To address this low level of 
motivation and interest, the ADC has instituted policy-driven mandatory program 
assignments. I passionately want to create value and interest in educational programs 
with the offender population to assist these offenders in realizing success in their reentry 
process.  I have a wonderful opportunity to create a learning environment and 
collaboratively engage the innovation, knowledge, and skills of the staff and inmates.  
My long-term goal is to create a relevant and diverse learning environment including 
opportunities in art, music, theater, cultural research, religion, sports, health, writing, and 
business that will engage the population in a variety of ways that will potentially create 
value and motivation for further learning and education.  In the short term, my proposed 
intervention will focus on enhancing the experiences of students in our existing basic 
education and GED courses. 
Situational Context 
As of February 2018 there were 41,681 inmates incarcerated in the Arizona 
Department of Corrections (ADC).  Of that number, 46.2 % or 19,256 inmates had served 
a prior prison commitment (ADC, 2018).  During the month of February, the ADC 
received 1,389 new intakes and 1,435 releases.  Of that number, 18 percent or 250 
violated the administrative conditions of their parole and were returned to prison.  The 
number of inmates currently incarcerated in the ADC exceeds what state beds are 
available. As a result, contracts have been established with three different private prison 
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vendors (MTC, CoreCivic, GEO Group) to house 8,538 of the Arizona inmates in six 
different prisons.  Of those inmates released in February, the average length of stay was 
24 months.  The demographics of the inmate population consists of 39.2% Caucasian, 
39.1% Hispanic, 14.1% African-American, 5.4% Native American, and 2.2% other.  The 
age distribution is as follows:  9.4% are 18-24 years of age, 50.4% are 25-39 year age 
group, 29.5% are 40-54 years of age, 10.6% are 55 years of age or older, and 0.1% are 
less than 18 years of age (ADC, 2018).  
The incarceration of men and women in Arizona is a significant financial burden 
for the State with a 2018 fiscal year general fund budget of 1.1 billion required for the 
ADC (Office of the Governor, 2017). This amount of State revenue funding puts the 
ADC just after the Arizona Department of Education and the Arizona Health Cost 
Containment System and above Arizona Universities, Arizona Economic Security, and 
Arizona Department of Child Safety. The socioeconomic, family, and individual impact 
of incarceration is enormous and long-lasting.  Some of this economic impact includes 
the required state assistance programs to the families due to the loss of a parent from the 
home and his or her potential for financial assistance through wages. The impact of 
repetitive incarcerations further compounds the situation. 
The ADC has recognized the research regarding the merits of educational 
programming and currently offers five different types of programming.  This 
programming involves a mandatory literacy program (8th grade equivalency), which is 
required by state law (Arizona Revised Statute 31-229); special education;  GED 
programming; career technical education (CTE), which is contracted through local 
community colleges; and a new secondary education program, the ADC Education 
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Academy, which is the creation of a high school credentialing program. The new high 
school academy program allows students to obtain a high school diploma that is 
recognized by the Arizona State Board of Education.  This program is currently being 
implemented in all ten of the state prison complexes.   
The ADC recognizes that many of the offenders who need educational classes are 
not interested in enrolling in those classes. To address this, and as has been done in other 
states (MTC, 2003), the ADC mandates education program assignments.  The ADC does 
this through a process that identifies offenders with education and vocational needs 
during the intake and reception process, which is completed at the ADC reception center.  
While at this reception unit, each offender is assigned a Priority Ranking Report (PRR) 
number for both educational and vocational (CTE) needs.  This number is entered into 
the offender’s electronic file and remains static until the offender completes the 
designated education program.  Once the offender completes the reception process, he is 
then assigned to a unit appropriate for his custody. At the unit of assignment, when 
vacancies occur in education classes, the teacher advises the program supervisor who will 
then pull the PRR and determine which offender within the unit is next in line for that 
class.  Thus, vacant classroom seats are not filled through offenders voluntarily signing 
up for education classes, but instead through an identified need during intake.  There 
typically is not an interview with the identified offender selected to go into the vacant 
seat with a teacher or case manager, but instead the offender is merely assigned to the 
class.  Once assigned, if the offender fails to show, he is subject to receiving a 
disciplinary violation report.  Also, starting in January 2017, the ADC added a new 
priority report termed the A3 Target List, which identifies offenders based on a 
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background formulary involving variables identified from risk factors for recidivism. 
Assignments to mandatory literacy, GED, or CTE education programs trump those on the 
PRR list. Compliance with the use of this list is verified weekly by ADC program 
managers. The very unfortunate reality based on this low level of motivation and interest 
in educational programming by offenders is that offenders who are motivated and want to 
sign up for classes must wait until their priority comes up on one of the two priority lists.    
The result of this process sometimes creates conflict between the offender, 
security staff, and education staff.   Disincentives through the inmate disciplinary system 
can be applied in an immediate sense to prompt compliance. Additionally, if the inmate 
refuses to attend school or is suspended from classes, then he automatically is reduced to 
a phase one (lowest phase) in the ADC Earned Incentive Program.  This was a program 
created by the ADC to provide a three-tiered incentivized contingency management 
system as a means to compel inmates’ compliance with rules and mandated 
programming.  One can just imagine the tension in the classroom at this point for the 
teacher who is attempting to provide meaningful instruction and deal with a few inmates 
who are mandated to be there and are resistive to instruction of any kind.  Yet, this is a 
frequent situation in the ADC classrooms on a daily basis.  
Once in the ADC classroom, the offender encounters a structured, standardized 
curriculum.  This includes standardized learning and instructional materials.  If the 
offender is in a mandatory literacy course, he will need to sequentially follow coursework 
that will enable him to pass the standardized Test for Adult Basic Education (TABE) and 
achieve an eighth grade reading comprehension and literacy level.  Offenders who are 
assigned to GED classes begin a standardized curriculum that is based on the Common 
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CORE curriculum, which is aligned with the current GED exam.  However, with the 
change to the new GED testing standards in January 2015, and the electronic version of 
the exam, the costs to take the exam increased.  From January 2015 through December 
12, 2017, the financial burden for the costs of taking GED exams shifted to each inmate 
testing for his GED.  The overall costs for the collective subject exams for the GED cost 
the inmate $104.  This cost had to be bore by an individual who, if he is employed while 
in prison, earns between 15 and 45 cents per hour of labor. Partially due to the cost, this 
created a situation in many of the prison complexes where single digit numbers of 
inmates each year since January 2015 test for their GED.  Notably, all three private 
prison organizations that service ADC absorbed the cost for these exams and did not 
charge inmates housed in their facilities for this important test.  As noted, the ADC began 
absorbing this cost on December 12, 2017 and the inmates are no longer charged for their 
GED exams.  The exception to this is the inmate is responsible for retake costs ($5.00 for 
each academic subject and $4.00 for civics) beyond the second retake.    
At the Red Rock Correctional Center (RRCC), where I serve as the assistant 
warden of programs, we house 2,000 medium custody male inmates.  We have an 
education staffing allocation for ten academic instructors, four CTE instructors, one 
librarian, one education supervisor, and one principal.  The principal reports directly to 
me.  All the education staff are employees of CoreCivic. Mandatory literacy is taught in 
two of the academic classrooms and GED preparation is taught in the other six. One 
academic instructor works with offenders assigned to the self-study GED program and 
meets with the students in the multi-purpose rooms of the six housing units. Our CTE 
programs include carpentry, horticulture, computer software programs, and electrical 
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construction class. We have two libraries that provide resources to supplement the 
education classes as well as provide other library services. Education classes are normally 
conducted Monday through Friday for six hours per day.  These six hours are divided up 
into two program blocks with the first block starting at 0730 and ending at 1030 hours 
and the second block starting at 1230 hours and running until 1530 hours. 
I have conducted two cycles of action research thus far on my problem of 
practice. In the first cycle, I conducted qualitative interviews with two teachers and the 
principal.  The core interview questions focused on what the education staff viewed as 
structural impediments to education classes and how we could enhance learning and 
interest.  They noted that the PRR was a significant problem in terms of the assignment 
of students to classes that did not want to be in educational programs, and the 
development of a tutor corps would be helpful with the instructional load required with 
20 students per class.  As a result, we developed a 27-hour tutor course, trained 25 
inmates, and now use tutors in most of the classrooms and in the housing units for 
homework assignments. We also developed a GED self-study program to capture some 
of the inmates interested in GED preparation, but who do not fall into one of the two 
priority ranking lists. Both programs have seemed successful based on anecdotal 
information. 
The second cycle of action research involved a quantitative survey followed by a 
small focus group composed of education staff.  This mixed methods explanatory design 
allowed for the development of further understanding into the problem of creating 
interest and value in correctional education.  The survey was administered to 10 
education staff and the results of the survey helped me create core questions for the focus 
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group.  The focus group was conducted with two instructors, the supervisors and the 
principal. As a result of the data obtained from the survey and focus group, we obtained 
additional computer software programs that were considered beneficial to individual and 
self-paced instruction.  The teachers were allowed to become more creative in gaining the 
interest of the students rather than being rigidly structured to the curriculum.  Also, the 
tutor corps was reinforced and we completed a second class of 25 tutors.   
Purpose of the Study 
Davis et al. (2014) provided evidence regarding the effectiveness of inmates 
participating in correctional education programs, but they also noted that current research 
is needed to determine what really works in correctional education.   Anecdotally, my 
previous research cycles indicated that tutors are an important tool with students in a 
correctional setting.  The purpose of this study was to implement an intervention 
involving trained peer tutors based on these previous cycles of action research and to 
collect systematic data on the intervention’s outcomes, more specifically, changes in the 
students’ academic performance and interest in education. The intervention that I used for 
this study was the expanded use of peer tutors uniquely trained in learning techniques 
designed to improve tutor effectiveness.  I established five trained tutors in the treatment 
classrooms for ML and GED.  These tutors, under the guidance and supervision of the 
teachers, provided instructional assistance to the students both in the classroom setting 
and in the housing units after-hours.  These peer tutors were able to provide one-on-one 
or small group instruction on subject material and readily respond to the student 
questions.  The tutors, through a scaffolding process of building understanding, skill 
developments, and knowledge, provided an individual approach to instruction based on 
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widely accepted andragogical principles for adult education, such as relating content to 
student goals, and encouraging student autonomy and self-direction. The goal of the 
intervention was to improve the learning process, improve attendance, and improve 
interest and value in education for the students.  
As noted previously, all the tutors completed the 27-hours peer tutor course 
designed to provide a baseline of instructional skills and knowledge that was developed 
by the RRCC education staff.  This training involves knowledge and skill development in 
five areas critical to effective instruction.  These five areas include differentiated learning 
styles, critical thinking, effective communication, presentation skills, and time 
management.  This instruction is followed by on-the-job-training in the classrooms with 
teachers.  Each participant is provided feedback during their OJT process regarding their 
instruction style, challenges they may face with students, and other helpful information. 
Following the training, tutors are normally assigned to the teachers.  Typically, 
teachers will have one to three tutors assigned to their class for assistance in providing 
educational instruction to the ML and GED students.  However, some teachers elect not 
to have tutors, but instead choose to just have one teacher’s aide assigned for 
administrative duties.  For the intervention in my research, each treatment classroom had 
an academic teacher, a teacher’s aide, and five tutors for a class of 20 students.  The 
teacher provided guidance and supervision of the tutors during the three hour class 
session and ensured that the individual student education plan was being addressed.  The 
teacher determined if the individual student could benefit from additional after-hours 
instruction, and, if so, assisted a tutor in developing homework plans for the instruction 
that occurred after class in the housing unit dayrooms.   The control classrooms did not  
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have tutors assigned, but instead only have a teacher’s aide to assist the teacher.   
 This research studied how the use of tutors for ML and GED students affected 
their academic performance.  It also measured attendance for students with tutors and 
without tutors.  Thirdly, the study explored how the use of tutors affected student interest 
in and perceived value of correctional education. 
Research Questions 
 The three research questions for my study are as follows: 
RQ 1:  Are there significant differences in student achievement gains in classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
a. Are there significant differences in student TABE test score gains in ML 
classes with or without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in student GED pre-test score gains in GED 
classes with or without trained peer tutors? 
RQ 2:  Are there significant differences in student attendance in classes with or without 
trained peer tutors? 
a. Are there significant differences in student attendance in ML classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in student attendance in GED classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
RQ3:  Are there significant differences in student self-reports regarding interest in and 
value of correctional education with or without peer trained tutors?   
a. Are there significant differences in ML student self-reports of interest in and  
value of correctional education with or without trained peer tutors? 
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b. Are there significant differences in GED student self-reports of interest in and 
value of correctional education with or without peer trained tutors? 
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE AND RESEARCH GUIDING THE PROJECT 
In the previous chapter, I described the important reentry benefits educational 
programming participation provides to offenders.  I also shared academic and cognitive 
deficits this population presents to correctional educators as well as the challenges of 
sustaining high levels of program attendance and retention.  In this chapter, I will explore 
these issues in more depth and provide a theoretical framework for understanding this 
behavior and for the innovation implemented for this problem of practice.  I will first 
provide a brief history of correctional education and the average academic achievement 
levels of inmates relative to the general public as a beginning context. I will then present 
the social learning theory as the general theoretical framework guiding my intervention.  I 
will next present the self-efficacy and cognitive apprenticeship theories as integral frames 
for the use of peer trained tutors as my intervention.  Next, I will discuss the principles of 
transformative learning theory and adult learning theory (andragogy) as relevant 
applications for my setting and intervention.  I will follow with a discussion about what 
the research indicates relative to the effectiveness of tutors.  I will also share what limited 
and dated research that I found regarding the use of trained peer tutors in correctional 
education settings. This will be followed by a discussion of my prior action research for 
this problem of practice relative to the use of peer trained tutors.  I will close the chapter 
with a summary of implications based on the theories and research.   
History and Contextual Information 
History of Correctional Education 
 Education has been a part of the rehabilitative efforts in corrections in the United  
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States dating back to 1789 in Philadelphia when the local minister of the First Baptist 
Church, William Rogers, began offering basic instruction to the inmates at the Walnut 
Street Jail (Chlup, 2005).  Much of the instruction was religious based and centered on 
vocational training.  This initial start was followed in 1826 by the first chaplain, Jared 
Curtis, of the Auburn Prison in New York providing classes in Bible instruction to 160 
students (Chlup, 2005).  In 1833, The Boston Prison Discipline Society utilized 700 
tutors in 10 prison Sabbath Schools.  These schools provided instruction to 1,500 inmates 
(Chlup, 2005).  Although religious based, these efforts to provide rehabilitative services 
to inmates initiated the movement of correctional education in the United States.  It grew 
from this point. 
 From 1876 to 1900, a progressive-minded superintendent by the name of Zebulon 
Brockway initiated academic, vocational, and special education for inmates at the Elmira 
Reformatory in New York (Chlup, 2005).  It is important to note that a later review of the 
operational management of the Elmira Reformatory during Brockway’s tenure casts 
doubt on actual reform measures implemented (Pisciotta, 1994).  However, the concepts 
and innovative ideas of reform promoted by Brockway helped create the mindset of 
needed reforms with correctional education as a core.  
 During the Progressive Era, 1901 to 1929, there was a focus on prison reform 
with correctional education emphasized as a core opportunity for change within the 
offenders (Chlup, 2005; Pisciott, 1994).  In October 1930, the Correctional Education 
Association was created in Louisville, Kentucky (CEA, website).  This is an international 
organization that is still in existence today and publishes The Journal of Correctional 
Education three times a year. 
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 In 1965, the Survey for the President’s Commission on law enforcement and  
Administration of Justice found that many correctional systems provided few 
rehabilitative programs.  As a result of this survey, the commission recommended that 
correctional organizations enhance their academic and vocational education programming 
opportunities for inmates (Davis et al., 2014). Funding for basic academic curricula 
development in prison systems, and the training of the prison staff to implement and 
evaluate correctional education was provided from 1969 through 1975 with support from 
the U.S. Department of Education in 45 states (Ryan and McCabe, 1994).  During the 
1970s, correctional education was viewed as a critical rehabilitative tool for inmates 
(Ryan and McCabe, 1994). However, the 1980s was marked by a nationwide sentiment 
that the correct approach to crime was to get tough on offenders and funding for 
correctional education was dramatically cut in approximately half of the correctional 
systems in the United States (Lillis, 1994).  In 1994, the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act was passed, which prevented inmate eligibility for Pell college tuition 
grants.  Less than a year later, there was a 44 percent decrease in inmate enrollment in 
postsecondary correctional education programs (Marks, 1997).    
 As noted in Chapter 1 of this dissertation proposal, the Second Chance Act of 
2007 (SCA) was passed into law on April 9, 2008 to facilitate the development and 
funding for programs designed to lower recidivism. In 2010, funding from the SCA was 
provided to the Rand Corporation to evaluate correctional education programs (Davis et 
al., 2014).  In 2016, the SCA funded the Pell Pilot Program, which created the 
opportunity for 67 (two additional schools were added in July, 2016) post-secondary 
schools to enroll 12,000 inmates from over 100 prisons (U.S. Dept. of Education, 2016). 
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 In review of this history, it is clear that correctional education has been an integral  
component of rehabilitative programming for roughly 230 years in the United States 
penal systems.  From the initial basic starts that were strongly oriented in religious 
service to funding for college programs, correctional education seems to be considered as 
a foundational piece in preparing offenders for successful reentry back into society. So, 
how much work is to be done with offenders to prepare them for academic engagement 
and achievement?  I shall provide a discussion on this issue next. 
Academic Achievement and Literacy Levels 
 Harlow (2003), reviewed various educational skill levels of inmates in state, 
federal, and local jails and compared them to the average individual in the general public.  
She documented, based on data from 1997, that approximately 40 percent of state prison 
inmates, 27 percent of federal prison inmates, and 47 percent of the local jail inmates had 
not completed high school or attained a GED compared to only 18 percent of the general 
population. She also found that approximately only 11 percent of the state prison inmates, 
24 percent of the federal inmates, and 14 percent of the jail inmates attended some 
college or postsecondary school compared to 48 percent of the general public.    
 Greenberg, Dunleavy, and Kutner (2007) conducted the National Assessment of 
Adult Literacy Prison Survey in 2003.  This assessment involved 1,200 state and federal 
inmates ages 16 and older.  It also involved approximately 18,000 individuals age 16 and 
older among the general public.  When the results of the two groups were compared, the 
inmates had lower average literacy and numeracy skill levels than the average levels of 
the general public.  When this comparison was broken down into three categories of age 
demographics (16-24, 25-39, and 40 or older) the outcomes were the same.   
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 In 2014, the Program for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies  
(PIAAC) conducted a survey of adult inmates (Rampey et al., 2016).  This survey was 
completed by 1,315 inmates, ages 16 to 74, from 98 prisons throughout the United States.  
The same survey was completed by a total of 8,600 individuals, ages 16 to 74, living in 
households across the United States.  When the results were compared, the average skill 
level for the inmates in both literacy and numeracy was significantly lower than the 
general public. Again, this significant difference was the outcome even when the results 
were broken down, demographically, with six different age brackets.   
 Thus, from these three data sources involving surveys of academic achievement 
and academic skill levels, the incarcerated offenders appear to have lower educational 
attainment and lower average literacy and numeracy skills than the general public.  This 
presents an interesting dilemma considering that achievement in correctional educational 
programming seems to offer reentry advantages for the inmates. However, there are other 
challenges with this population and educational programming that includes interest and 
motivation based on past experiences that I shall discuss next. 
School to Prison Pipeline 
 Many offenders in correctional settings have prior educational experiences that 
involved academic failures (MTC, 2003). These failures are based on a variety of reasons 
such as learning disabilities, substance abuse, cultural factors, dysfunctional family 
issues, low levels of self-efficacy, and other motivational issues to name a few.  In a 
document prepared by the Dignity in Schools Campaign (Weissman et al., 2008) and 
submitted to the Human Rights Council of the United Nations, the contributors noted the 
following, “The inequities and failures of the public education system in the United 
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States impact the growing juvenile and criminal justice system in multiple ways (pg. 2).” 
They noted zero tolerance policies based on federal requirements (Gun-Free Schools Act 
in 1994) for funding have resulted in the expulsion or suspension of students for a variety 
of behaviors.  Using data from the U.S. Department of Education, Weissman et al., 
(2008) further noted that in 2004, there were 3,279,745 students suspended and 106,222 
expelled from elementary and secondary schools in the United States.  This was a nine 
percent increase in suspensions and a 7 percent increase in expulsions since 2000 with 
most of these actions reportedly being based on disruptive behavior or insubordination.  
Weissman et al., (2008) stated that suspensions and expulsions are shown to increase the 
potential of school dropouts and even criminal behavior leading to incarceration.  The 
authors to this potential referred to it as the “school to prison pipeline”.  
Noguera (2003) suggested that the students who are most in need of academic, 
social, economic, and emotional assistance are most frequently punished and expelled 
from schools based on zero tolerance standards of disorder.  He argued that U.S. schools 
have taken on a function of sorting out students based on academic ability, behavior 
congruent with the larger social norms, and as a means of social control.   He shared that 
students who are identified and sorted to the lower levels of this hierarchy soon learn 
their trajectory expectation relative to social status.  He states that those students, who 
learn through this sorting process that the rewards of education such as college and higher 
incomes will not be available to them, soon lose the incentive to comply with school 
expectations.  Additionally, Golden (2005) shared evidence of the impact made by 
teachers and guidance counselors on students through statements and levels of 
inattentiveness.  Most in her research target group had dropped out of school and later  
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pursued a GED based on the impact these key school staff members had on the students. 
  The failure to provide a supportive, nurturing, responsive, and engaging 
environment in the public school systems at a level that all students can benefit from and 
grow academically seems to have potential far-reaching problems.  The need to provide a 
safe and orderly environment in a framework of zero tolerance has created situations 
where the students most in need of academic instruction are removed from it. Those 
students impacted by this process experience failure and ostracism from educational 
environments, which can have psychological impacts affecting further educational 
engagement. 
Mandatory Education 
 Based on the challenge of low inmate motivation, interest, and participation in  
correctional education programs, but recognizing the potential benefit of enrollment, 
correctional organizations began to look at mandatory education programming in the 
1980s (MTC, 2003). In 1981, Norman Carlson, then Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons (BOP), appointed a task force to review the potential advantages of mandating 
education program participation.  The task force determined that a policy should be 
developed that mandated enrollment in literacy education a minimum of 90 days for all 
inmates that were at less than a sixth grade achievement level (Ryan and McCabe, 1994).  
In 1982, the policy was developed and the first mandatory literacy program was initiated.  
In 1986, the BOP increased the minimum standard for mandatory programming to the 
eighth-grade achievement level. The minimum level was increased again by the BOP in 
1991 to a high school diploma or GED with a mandatory enrollment period of 120 days 
(Ryan & McCabe, 1994). Thirteen state correctional systems joined the BOP in 
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mandatory education programs by 1991 (Ryan & McCabe, 1994).  Sylvia McCollum 
(1992) noted that the impact of mandatory education programming in the BOP was 
immediate and profound.  She stated that the literacy completions increased greater than 
700 percent between 1981 and 1990. 
 In 1991, 37 state correctional systems still did not require mandatory education 
programming.  DeVito (1991) found that the reasons for not initiating mandatory 
education were the belief that education programming must be voluntary to be effective 
and lack of resources.  Ryan and McCabe (1994) conducted a correlation study 
comparing voluntary versus mandatory participation in correctional education programs 
relative to achievement involving 145 incarcerated juveniles less than 21 years of age.  
Their results indicated there were no significant differences in achievement.           
 In 2014, the Rand Corporation found that correctional education is mandatory in 
24 states for adult inmates who have not attained a high school diploma or GED.  They 
also found that 15 states require mandatory enrollment in correctional education based on 
skill level.  Davis et al. (2014) reported that these two numbers overlap. As indicated in 
Chapter One, ADC mandates enrollment in GED and CTE courses for inmates who fall 
below the identified standards and do not meet the exemption criteria.  However, other 
alternatives exist to assist inmate with academic achievement and provide potential for 
improving interest and value in correctional education.  I shall discuss the theories that 
support and provide understanding of these alternatives next.     
Social Learning Theory Framework 
Social Learning Theory 
 Social learning theory (SLT) is a theory of the human learning process and social  
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behavior which posits that new behaviors can be developed through observation and  
imitation. The theory has been used widely in the social sciences including  
developmental psychology, criminology, school psychology, and management. There 
have been various versions of SLT that include Miller and Dollard (1941), Rotter (1954), 
Bandura (1971), and Akers (1985, 1998). Ronald Akers used SLT to provide an 
understanding of criminal behavior and he has been widely cited in that field. 
 Albert Bandura (1971) developed his theory of SLT based on his study of 
learning processes, which found that that operant conditioning and then current models of 
SLT did not give sufficient credit to the important role played by vicarious, symbolic, and 
self-regulatory processes. Albert Bandura is a Professor Emeritus at Stanford University 
and is a highly regarded social cognitive psychologist.  He is well-known for his SLT that 
blends behavioral and cognitive theories into a much more comprehensive model of 
learning, his theory of self-efficacy that will be discussed in more detail later in this 
paper, and for his 1961 Bobo experiment with children observing an adult model and 
then imitating the behavior. It is his SLT that shall provide the macro-theoretical 
framework for my research.  
 Bandura’s SLT involves roughly five primary points or principles of learning 
(Bandura, 1971). The first is that learning is a cognitive process which occurs within a 
social context.  The second is learning occurs by observation either of behavior or 
consequences of the behavior. The third is modeling, and can include either a physical 
demonstration or a verbal description. Modeling is considered a critical component to 
learning. The fourth is reinforcement supports learning, but is not a determinate factor.  
The final primary point is titled as “reciprocal determinism” by Bandura, which means  
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that there is a continuous reciprocal interaction between the individual’s cognitive  
processes, the environment, and the behavior of the individual.    
 Bandura (1971) also described learning through observation as having four 
distinct processes.  The first process is attention.  For learning to occur, the individual 
must focus on what is being observed.  Individuals that the learner associates with more 
frequently, either by choice or imposition, establish the types of behavior that will be 
repeatedly observed and learned most thoroughly.  Also, the functional value of the 
model observed determines the degree of focus and learning.  The second process is 
retention.  For learning to occur, the individual must retain and recall what was observed 
in the model.  Retention is most effective if the observations are retained in symbolic 
form.  Also, through frequent and repeated exposure, modeling stimuli will eventually 
cause enduring and retrievable images of the modeled behavior. Rehearsals provide an 
important aid to memory.  These rehearsals can be either done physically or cognitively. 
The third process is motor reproduction.  This process involves the cognitive processing 
of what was observed followed by the next phase, which involves the physical 
reproduction of the behavior.  Often this process involves attempts followed by corrective 
action based on feedback, which may be verbal feedback from others. The fourth process 
is motivation.  This process is based on the value of outcomes if the modeled behavior is 
performed.    Bandura followed his theory of SLT a few years later with his theory of 
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977), which I shall discuss next.         
Self-Efficacy Theory 
 Closely linked with the framework of SLT, Albert Bandura first introduced his 
theory of self-efficacy in 1977 in his article titled, “Self-Efficacy:  Toward a Unifying 
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Theory of Behavioral Change.”  Bandura describes his definition of efficacy and self-
efficacy as follows:  “Efficacy in dealing with one’s environment is not a fixed act or 
simply a matter of knowing what to do.  Rather, it involves a generative capability in 
which component cognitive, social, and behavioral skills must be organized into 
integrated courses of action to serve innumerable purposes (pg. 122).”  “Perceived self-
efficacy is concerned with judgements of how well one can execute courses of action 
required to deal with prospective situations” (Bandura, 1982, pg. 122).  
Bandura developed this theory to provide an understanding and explanation of the 
psychological processes involved with individuals when faced with various challenging 
tasks and situations.  Bandura (1982) shared that individuals with low levels of self-
efficacy will avoid activities that they believe exceed their abilities to perform and those 
with high levels of self-efficacy will seek out new opportunities and challenges. He also 
shared that self-efficacy determines the degree to which individuals will engage in an 
activity and the duration of time they will persist with the activity when faced with 
challenges or obstacles. Bandura (1982) stated that those with low levels of self-efficacy 
will lessen their efforts or give up completely when faced with setbacks and those with 
high levels of self-efficacy will utilize their full concentration and efforts to exceed the 
demands of the challenge.   
  Bandura (1977) reported that self-efficacy is based on four sources of 
information.  The first is performance accomplishments which is especially strong since 
it involves prior mastery of the activity.  Continued success further strengthens the level 
of self-efficacy to the point that if a setback or failure is experienced, the individual will 
enhance his or her efforts and persist with the efforts to achieve success (Bandura, 1977). 
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The second source of information is vicarious experience.  This is a frequent source of 
information for new activities.  Witnessing others perform the task or activity 
successfully generates expectations within the individual observing that he or she could 
be successful in attempts or through repeated efforts success could be achieved.  The 
more similar the model is to the observer, the greater the expectation of success 
(Bandura, 1982).  Importantly, Bandura shared that competent models can also provide 
observers effective strategies for overcoming obstacles and challenges (Bandura, 1982).  
The third source of information is verbal persuasion and is widely used to convince 
people they can be successful. Verbal persuasion has the greatest impact on individuals 
who have some level of expectation that they can be successful with the activity 
(Bandura, 1982). When individuals succeed with the assistance of verbal encouragement, 
their skills are further developed and their self-efficacy is strengthened (Bandura, 1982).  
The fourth source of information for individuals is their psychological state.  Bandura 
reported that individuals interpreting the environment as stressful or aversive will lower 
their perception of self-efficacy. Individuals will anticipate success more readily in 
environments that are more relaxed and comfortable (Bandura, 1982). 
 Bandura (1982) reported that an increase in self-efficacy through successful 
performance achievements promotes satisfaction and interest in the task area.  He further 
reported that attaining success in proximal goals enhances self-efficacy and sustained 
efforts to pursue larger goals.  Bandura (1982) also reported that individual efforts that 
are successful in attaining sub goals can build intrinsic interest.  Extrinsic rewards that 
are valued by the individual and acknowledges successful competency promotes interest 
in that activity (Bandura, 1982).  Thus, celebrating successes with certificates and  
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graduation ceremonies with family and friends attending could potentially serve as an 
extrinsic reward and promote interest.   Closely linked in concept to the self-efficacy 
theory is cognitive apprenticeship theory, which I will discuss next.      
Cognitive Apprenticeship Theory 
Collins, Brown, and Newman (1987) argue that apprenticeship learning is a 
method of learning that is most natural and that frequently occurs in numerous other daily 
learning environments beyond academic institutions. They argue that the techniques and 
principles of apprenticeship can be applied in an academic context to learn reading, 
writing, and mathematics.  Collins, Brown, and Newman (1987) posit that individuals 
learn from each other through six methods of teaching which includes modeling, 
coaching, scaffolding, articulation, reflection, and exploration.  These six methods of 
teaching in their theory of learning closely align with Bandura’s theories of social 
learning and self-efficacy.   
Collins, Brown, and Newman (1987) advised that there are actually three sub 
groups within the six teaching methods in their cognitive apprenticeship theory.  The first 
three methods (modeling, coaching, and scaffolding) are the core of the cognitive 
apprenticeship learning process.  The fourth and fifth methods (articulation and 
reflection) are designed to benefit the problem solving process for learners.  The sixth 
method (exploration) encourages self-direction and application of learning. 
The first teaching method in the cognitive apprenticeship theory of learning is 
modeling. This involves a competent model showing the observer how the skill is 
performed or completed successfully.  The second method involves an instructor 
observing students while they attempt to complete the academic task and providing hints, 
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suggestions, and feedback to enable the students to complete the task successfully.  The 
third method is scaffolding.  Scaffolding can involve suggestions, coaching, or aiding the 
students to perform functions that are above their skills level. The fourth method is 
articulation. This involves the students expressing the content of what they have learned 
or steps involved in their problem-solving. The fifth method is reflection.  This involves 
the students comparing their problem-solving process with that of the instructor or other 
students.  The sixth method is exploration.  This involves challenging students to expand 
their knowledge and problem solve on their own.   
Adult Learning Theories 
The next two theories that I present and discuss are adult learning theories that, 
based on my 37 years working in prisons, seem to have unique application and relevancy 
for the adult correctional environment and the use of trained peer tutors. These two 
theories are transformative learning theory and andragogy.  Although each theory has 
been criticized and undergone some changes (Darbyshire, 1993; Kitchenham, 2008; 
Mezirow, 2009; Taylor & Kroth, 2009; Taylor, 1998), they each provide a context in 
which to better understand their application in the unique setting of prison to improve the 
effectiveness of trained peer tutors.     
They will each be described below in some detail, but I first believe it is important 
to stress that incarceration, and sometimes even reincarceration, creates an impactful 
dilemma on individuals.  Some individuals will engage in self-reflection about the 
situation they are now in and how it impacts them and their loved ones.  These 
individuals will seek out assistance and support to make significant changes in their lives.  
It is at these times that they are most receptive to peers who can provide support, 
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guidance, and modeling of positive behaviors.  This motivation to change would seem to 
be supported in educational settings that differ from the elementary and secondary school 
systems in the public, where failure has been experienced by some.  Providing respect, 
acknowledgement of the value of each individual student, how they can be an integral 
part of their own educational growth, and instruction in small group settings, arguably 
seems to facilitate support for engagement.  I believe these theories help provide further 
understanding of the psychology and dynamics of the inmate adult population and their 
involvement in correctional education with the assistance of trained peer tutors.   
Transformative Learning Theory 
 Jack Mezirow first developed his theory of transformative learning in 1978 after 
conducting qualitative research on women returning to the workforce or post-secondary  
education. Over the years, he made adjustments and changes to the theory, but the core 
elements remained the same. Mezirow believed that an adult goes through 10 phases 
during the transformation learning process (Mezirow, 2000). The 10 phases of 
transformation are the following: One, a disorienting event or dilemma; Two, self-
examination with feeling of guilt or shame; Three, a critical self-assessment of 
assumptions; Four, recognition that one’s discontent and the process of transformation 
are shared; Five, exploration of options for new roles, relationships, and actions; Six, 
planning a course of action; Seven, acquiring knowledge and skills for implementing 
one’s plans; Eight, provisional trying of new roles; Nine, building competence and self-
confidence in new roles and relationships; Ten, a reintegration into one’s  
life on the basis of conditions dictated by one’s new perspective.  
Mezirow (2000) described transformation learning as a cognitive process of what  
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he described as “self-reflective discourse” following a disorienting event.  This self-
reflection occurs within a social context.  All previous frames of reference are examined 
to include cultural paradigms, worldviews, self-concepts, attitudes, and even perspectives 
gained from long-term interactions with primary care-givers. This includes previous 
beliefs about oneself to include being dumb or smart, good student or poor student, and 
winner or loser.  Mezirow (2000) stressed that it is critical during the transformation 
process that a supportive relationship and environment be provided to enable individuals 
to develop the self-efficacy to take action on insights gained through the reflective 
discourse process.   
Andragogy        
 Malcolm Knowles (1980) argued that adults cannot effectively be taught in the 
same manner of school children.  He argued that that being an adult meant that the 
individual views himself or herself independent and self-directed, and psychologically 
needs to be viewed by others as self-directed (Knowles, 1980). He stated that adult 
education began to become more organized in the 1920s and that instructors were 
experiencing problems with the traditional pedagogical approach of didactic instruction 
(Knowles,1980).  Knowles argued that when instructors set a climate and strategy for a 
pedagogical model of instruction and imposes their will on the adult students that they 
will likely encounter resentment and resistance (Knowles, 1980). He shared that with the 
traditional approach of fact-laden lectures, rote memorizing, academic drills, and exams 
that the adults seemed dissatisfied and drop-out rates were high (Knowles, 1980).  He 
reported that adult education in Europe was experiencing the same situation and that they 
were the first to develop the term “andragogy” based on the developing new theory of  
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adult learning.     
 Knowles described four implications of practice for adult learners (Knowles, 
1980).  The first is the learning climate.  He shared that the environment should allow 
adults to feel accepted, respected, and supported. Adult students should feel free to 
express themselves without fear of being belittled.  The room should be set up so the 
students are in small groups or around tables.  The second practice is diagnosis of needs.  
Emphasis should be placed on the involvement of the adult students to identify through 
self-diagnosis what skills they need to focus on for improvement. This is done through a 
process of identifying what the goals are and where they currently are at in terms of those 
goals. The third is the planning process.  Adult learners should be involved in the 
planning process for their own learning with the instructors.  The planning should be a 
mutual process to obtain ownership and commitment from the independent and self-
directed adult student.  The fourth is the evaluation of learning.  Instructors need to 
provide evidence to assist the adult student to self-evaluate and understand where they 
are in regard to their progress towards education goals.  It is a mutual process between 
the instructor and student. 
Summary of Theoretical Implications 
 At this point, I feel it is necessary to provide a brief summary of the contextual 
and theoretical implications discussed thus far.  Educational programming has been part 
of prison operations for over two centuries.  Recidivism rates are a nationwide concern.  
Reentry success has been realized more frequently by those offenders who choose to 
participate in education programs.  How do we take that knowledge and better define 
what interventions and applications might be most effective in improving educational  
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performance and value for education programs?  
 Taking a theoretical stance, the SLT describes learning as a social process enabled 
through modeling and imitation.  What we value and learn is constructed cognitively by 
our observing and interactions with others. We particularly attach significance of 
modeling to those that are rewarded consistently and in ways that are important to us.  
With SLT as the theoretical frame, cognitive apprenticeship builds on the importance of 
modeling as a learning tool.  Apprenticeships, through the use of modeling, have been 
used for centuries as a natural and effective learning method.  The same fundamental 
techniques of modeling instruction can be conducted cognitively through a social 
interactive process involving scaffolding, fading, and feedback.  Self-efficacy also 
strongly borrows from the SLT framework with the use of modeling.  Observing others 
succeed helps enhance the self-efficacy of the observer, especially if the model is similar 
to the observer.  Receiving frequent reassurance, support, and encouragement in tasks 
and assignments and being acknowledged for even small successes improves self-
efficacy.  With improved self-efficacy, individuals will engage tasks and assignments 
more intensely and with longer duration to achieve success. Also, value in the activity 
will improve with repeated successes.   Using the principles of the two adult learning 
theories, which are also framed in a social interactive process, and providing support, 
guidance, encouragement, and respect, further facilitates success and engagement by the 
adult learner.    
  These theories, which all address how individual learning and value are 
constructed through a social interactive process, will serve to inform the additions to the 
tutor training curriculum that will be used as part of my intervention. They will also 
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inform the intervention process that will be employed by the peer tutors to provide 
instruction, support, feedback, and recognition.  Importantly, these theories will provide 
understanding, guidance, and a frame of reference for the social context of my 
intervention.    I will now discuss the research that indicates why tutors improve the 
learning process.    
Research on Tutoring 
Tutors and Why They Are Effective     
The positive effects of tutoring on academic performance in K-12 education 
settings have been studied for a number of years.  Michelene Chi (2001, 2004, 2008), 
who has studied the effects of tutoring and shall be referred to in this section, identified 
three tutor studies in the 1980s that produced notable results.  One of those three, 
conducted by Cohen, Kulik, and Kulik (1982) conducted a meta-analysis of 65 
evaluations of tutoring programs.  They found that of the 52 evaluations reporting 
academic achievement, 45 of the studies reported the examination performance of the 
students who were tutored was better than the examination performance of those students 
who were not.  Eight studies reported on student attitude toward academic studies and in 
all eight the students who were tutored had a more positive attitude.  Nine studies 
reported on self-concept and in seven of the nine, the tutored students had a more 
favorable self-concept. Bloom (1984) reported the research of two doctoral students on 
the academic performance of students in classrooms with tutors relative to students in 
mastery-focused classrooms and students in conventional classrooms. The results based 
on a final achievement measure indicated the students with tutors on average scored one 
standard deviation higher than the students in the mastery-focused classrooms and two 
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standard deviations above the students in the conventional classrooms. This study also 
found significant differences in favor of the tutored students in regard to time-on-task and 
students’ attitude and interest towards education.  Slavin (1987) conducted a study with 
Chapter 1 students involving two different types of tutor programs (preventive and 
remedial).  Slavin (1987) reported that first grade students in the preventive tutor program 
had made “substantial gains” in their reading levels, and the students in the remedial tutor 
program had also made substantial gains, especially in math. 
Chi, Siler, Jeong, Yamauchi, and Hausmann (2001) conducted a correlation study 
to explore why the use of tutors is so effective.  Chi et al. (2001) approached the study 
using three frames of hypotheses:  tutor-centered, in which the results are based on the 
pedagogical skills of the tutor; student-centered, in which the results are based on the 
constructive knowledge skills of the student; and interactive, in which the results are 
based on the collaborative, constructive, and interactive dynamic of the student-tutor 
relationship during the learning process.  Although support was found for all three frames 
of hypotheses, Chi et al. stated that the interactive style seemed to be more motivating for 
the students, and that students through the interactive process seem to transfer their 
knowledge better.      
 Chi, Siler, and Jeong (2004) reexamined the data from their 2001 research to  
study in more depth the hypothesis that the pedagogical skills of tutors was primarily 
responsible for explaining the effectiveness of tutors.  Chi et al. (2004) found less support 
for the tutor-centered hypotheses due to finding that the tutors in this study were so 
inaccurate in assessing the knowledge level of the students.  Chi et al. suggested that the 
effectiveness of the tutors involved constructive learning by the students based on  
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prompts from the tutors and the interactive process. 
 Chi, Roy, and Hausmann (2008) conducted a correlation study to examine a novel 
learning environment and to again examine why tutoring is so effective.  This unique 
learning environment involved pairs of students collaboratively observing a video of 
another student being tutored in physics.   Four other learning situations were involved in 
the study also and included:  on-on-one tutoring, observing tutoring individually, 
collaborating without observing, and studying alone. The results of the study indicated 
that the students learned to solve physics problems just as effectively through 
collaboratively observing the tutoring as the students who were tutored individually.  In 
this study, Chi et al. gave a considerable amount of credit to the use of scaffolding 
(question, prompt, or hint) as an effective mechanism for the tutor to engage the student 
in a joint construction of knowledge.  Chi et al. suggested that this tool was much more 
effective than providing explanations to the student.  Chi et al. suggested that the 
combination of scaffolding and joint construction of knowledge through the tutor-student 
interactive process was the most effective learning process. Chi and Wylie (2014) found 
evidence to support the interactive (dialoguing) mode of cognitive engagement as the 
most effective relative to the individual constructive mode and other forms.   
 Scaffolding was further supported as an effective tool for teaching by Dennen and  
Burner (2007) in their discussion of cognitive apprenticeship. They describe a process of 
the use of scaffolding being most effective when used at the point of the learner’s zone of 
proximal development.  The zone of proximal development (ZPD) was originated by 
Vygotsky (1978) to describe the dynamic area just beyond the learner’s current skill or 
knowledge.  Through a method of social interaction and prompting, the instructor or tutor 
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determines the potential of the learner and the ZPD and then provides the necessary 
scaffolding to advance the learner (Dennen & Burner, 2007).  This scaffolding process is 
repeated and as the learner advances the scaffolding “fades” and the learner takes more 
responsibility for constructing and transferring knowledge.  Others researchers in the 
field of learning, including Hadwin and Oshige (2011) also advocate for scaffolding at 
the learner’s ZPD in an interactive process between an instructor or tutor and a student as 
being a very effective learning process in their discussion of co-regulation.         
Peer Tutors in Correctional Education 
 The benefits of peer tutors have been recognized in correctional education for 
over 30 years.  The Journal of Correctional Education profiled a peer tutor program used 
in a literacy program in the Washington Department of Corrections titled “Read to 
Succeed,” which was  developed in 1986 (Franklin, 2000).  This program was utilized in 
the Washington State Reformatory, a 900-bed maximum security prison.  Edmonds 
Community College was contracted to provide educational programming to the inmate 
population at this prison.  To enhance the ability to provide individual one-on-one 
instructor to greater numbers of inmates than staff resources could provide, an 11-hour 
training class titled, “Tutoring Principles and Practices, Education 193,” was developed 
by the college and provided to select inmates based on a screening criteria regarding 
academic attainment and skills. Trained tutors were matched with low-skilled inmates by 
a tutor coordinator.  The tutoring session content was developed by the tutor coordinator 
and the session time, date, and locations were scheduled by the coordinator.  The benefit 
of individualized instruction was expanded through the use of the tutors and both the  
student and tutor gained from the experience (Franklin, 2000). 
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 The Maryland Department of Corrections (MDOC) was also profiled by the 
Journal of Correctional Education for their use of trained peer tutors (Steurer, 2000).  In 
the 1980s, to more effectively address the high numbers of illiterate inmates incarcerated 
in their correctional system, the MDOC developed an inmate tutor program titled, “Peer 
Tutoring”.  Based on a grant award in 1980 targeted for adult education, John Hopkins 
University provided training to select inmates based on instructional curriculum focused 
on improving literacy.  The training was based on instructional strategies and included 
language experience and phonetics, positive motivation techniques, and general 
classroom organization. This program realized great success and was recognized by the 
National Institute of Corrections (NIC) as a model for other correctional organizations 
across the United States.  In 1991, the program was recognized by the United States 
Department of Education and MDOC was presented with the “Secretary’s Award for 
Outstanding Education and Literacy Programs.”  This tutor program involved a reading 
lab, which was staffed by a teacher and several trained tutors.  Students would be 
provided individual instruction and reinforcement by their assigned tutors five days per 
week.  Steurer reported the data indicated that for every month the student was involved 
in the reading lab with a peer tutor collected, he would gain an average of three months in 
reading skill.   
 Davis (2001) reported that the use of trained tutors not only improved literacy 
skills, but the use of tutors directly impacted the number of GEDs attained in one year.  
Davis described a peer tutor program that was implemented in the Eddie Warrior 
Correctional Center in Oklahoma.  The inmates housed at this facility were adult female 
offenders.  Select inmates were trained to evaluate student learning, how to introduce 
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new skills to the students, recognize and reinforce student progress, and appropriately 
assigned learning materials based on skills.  Prior to the focus on trained tutors as a 
relevant tool for educational instruction and learning, the prison had only four tutors and 
averaged 32 GEDs per year.  The year after the implementation of the training program 
for tutors and an expansion to 35 tutors, the number of GEDs increased to 190.   
 Tewksbury and Stengel (2006) reported that trained tutors were viewed by inmate 
students as one of the most helpful components to correctional education instruction.  
These researchers conducted a research study at the Kentucky State Reformatory in 2004 
involving 281 inmates enrolled in correctional programs at the prison. The students were 
surveyed using a 43-item instrument. One of the four domains examined was the 
helpfulness of educational resources.  Seventy-one percent of the academic students 
reported that they had used a trained tutor in their program.  The survey results indicated 
that the students viewed the trained tutors as one of the “most helpful and useful 
components of the educational endeavor.”  On a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 being extremely 
helpful, the survey mean score was 8.4.  Additionally, 56.7 % of the students responded 
with a score of 10 for the usefulness of the tutors.   
 Management and Training Corporation reported that with the use of trained peer 
tutors, correctional organizations can increase participation and individualized instruction 
(MTC, 2003).  They further report that the use of tutors can not only be of benefit to the 
student inmate, but also the tutor through improved social and instructional skills.  Davis 
et al. (2014) also reported that their survey found “an increased reliance on inmates as per 
tutors in the classroom.” They report that over a three year period, from 2009 to 2012, 14 
out of the 36 states responding to their survey increased the use of peer tutors.  Of those  
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14 states, all reported the use of peer tutors to assist inmates with academic course work. 
 The literature indicated a favorable and productive use of peer tutors in the 
educational programs of state prisons.  Notable from the literature was the high ratings by 
inmate students for the use of peer tutors in the instruction and learning process.  Further 
notable were the themes that effective tutor programs include a selection process based 
on academic and communication skills, a training program with a clearly defined 
curriculum, reinforcement of the progress of the students by the tutors as encouragement, 
and supervision and scheduling of the tutors contacts by a staff teacher.  The research 
also indicated a growing number of states are using trained tutors as part of their 
education resources.      
My Prior Research 
Based on my prior action research cycles with education staff at the Red Rock  
Correctional Center, which has involved both qualitative interviews and quantitative 
surveys, I found a common theme of support for the use of trained peer tutors and the 
thought that these tutors would provide value for correctional programming. In fact, all of 
the educators in the samples expressed a tremendous amount of support for the value of 
peer tutors.  They emphasized that it was important that they select the tutors and that the 
tutors complete an established training program.  They explained that the peer tutors do 
not represent an authority figure to the offenders, which is a situation that creates a 
barrier for teachers with some offenders; tutors can be flexible with the lesson plans; 
tutors can create relevance to the material studied; and the tutors can be available after-
hours.  These expressed benefits realized through the use of peer tutors are consistent 
with Bandura’s SLT (Bandura, 1971), self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1982), and the  
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principles of andragogy.  
Summary of Implications for My Intervention 
 Reentry success has become a growing topic of focus and discussion at the 
national, state, local, and private sector levels.  A cyclic focus on rehabilitation seems to 
be part of the history of corrections in the United States.  We are now, again, at a point 
when the pressing and even demanding questions are asked: “What works?”; “How can 
we improve the success potential for those returning to our communities?”  It is time.  
Considering the significant number of human lives, families, and financial costs that 
incarceration impacts, it is time to find ways to effectively decrease our recidivism rates. 
 Davis et al. (2014) note in their introduction summary that we still do not know 
what works in correctional education.  They recommend that education research and 
evaluation at the state and federal level focus on what models of instruction and 
curriculum delivery are most effective in a correctional environment. Additionally, they 
ask what principles from adult education and learning may be applicable to correctional 
education. 
 Based on my review of the relevant correctional education literature and as can be 
noted from the cited research works on this topic, it was time to conduct a time-relevant 
empirical study on a natural practice of adult learning that has been used effectively for 
many generations. Using the time-tested and variable-context application of Bandura’s 
SLT as a framework, and extracting the principles from the self-efficacy, cognitive 
apprenticeship, transformative learning, and adult learning theories, I enhanced the 
current tutor training curriculum for application with the tutors for preparation of my 
intervention and study.  Critical for this curriculum inclusion was the scaffolding process 
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at the point of the ZPD. Other inclusions included prompting, coaching, supporting, 
feedback, classroom environment, and success acknowledgement.   I describe the details 
of this in more detail in Chapter 3. My intervention involved the use of tutors not only in 
the classroom setting, but also in the housing units in the evening and some weekend 
hours.  This was consistent with the framing theories in terms of association and repeated 
practice for retention. The involvement of the student in planning and evaluation was 
critical as is the need for a relaxed environment for learning. 
 Importantly, beyond the academic performance, I was seeking to evaluate student 
attendance, interest, and value in correctional education.  As indicated by Bandura’s SLT, 
family, friends, and close associates have a significant impact on an individual’s values 
and beliefs.  Cincinnato, Wever, Keer, and Valcke (2016) used this theory in their study 
and presented a cultural capital framework relative to education.  Cincinnato et al. (2016) 
argued that the family is the locus for culture, values, beliefs, and dispositions.  They 
shared that it is the family culture and discourse that determines the value or capital of 
educational involvement and attainment.  Their study, which involved 155,000 adults 
from 23 countries, indicated that social background impacted initial educational 
attainment.  However, in a positive note, the study also found that negative learning 
dispositions acquired early in life are subject to change with an environment that 
promotes and stimulates change, interest, and value. With the disorienting event 
(incarceration), as alluded to as step one in the transformative learning process and the 
aid and support of tutors, along with a learning environment that is aligned with the 
principles of andragogy, a potential change in the resistive student was an objective.  
Also, as the SLT, self-efficacy theory, and tutor programs in the past have indicated, as 
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the positive outcomes are realized by the student, an increase in interest and value was 
also an objective.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
In this chapter, I will describe the research methodology for my study.  I will 
discuss the methods in detail starting with the setting and participants. This research was 
an action research project and, thus, was conducted in my work setting.  Due to this, I 
will discuss my positionality as it applied to the study.  I will then describe the innovation 
to include the goals, details, and unique approach that this study provided.  I will then 
present the measurement instruments that I used to collect data directly linked to the 
research questions.  I will then discuss the data analysis that I used for this study.  I will 
conclude this chapter with a discussion of the limitations with this study, and the results 
to provide an understanding of the scope and frame of the study.    
Setting 
The setting for my action research was the Red Rock Correctional Center 
(RRCC), which is located in Eloy, Arizona.  This medium custody prison is owned and 
operated by CoreCivic, the largest private prison corporation in the United States.  There 
are approximately 2,000 male, general population inmates at the prison.  The inmates 
housed in this facility were committed to the Arizona Department of Corrections (ADC), 
whom contracts with CoreCivic for the use of the 2,000 beds based on an over-crowded 
prison system in Arizona.    
There are three levels of educational programming available for Arizona inmates 
at this prison.  These levels consisted of mandatory literacy (up to the 8th grade level), 
General Education Equivalency (GED) preparation, and Career Technical Education 
(CTE). The mandatory literacy classes are statutorily mandated, as previously noted.  
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Students at the mandatory literacy (ML) level and GED level were separated in different 
classrooms.  Seat capacity is set at 20 students.  Students are assigned to education 
classes by the program coordinator based on their status on an ADC Priority Ranking 
Report (PRR), not because they volunteer to attend.  Classes are conducted in classrooms 
located in two large program service buildings. Class periods are in three-hour blocks of 
time: 0730 to 1030 hours, and 1230 to 1530 hours.  The format for classroom instruction 
varies from individual instruction with a teacher or computer program to didactic 
instruction with the use of a white board and a large section of students listening and 
participating. This variation is due to subject topics and the instructional styles of the 
teachers.  The most common format utilized is a combination of small groups and large 
instructional group study.        
The correctional education program at RRCC maintains an individual education 
program plan on every student in accordance with Standard 021 of the Correctional 
Education Association’s Standards for Adult and Juvenile Correctional Education 
Programs (Correctional Education Association, 1988).  The RRCC correctional education 
program produces a comprehensive education plan annually and submits it to the 
corporate office of CoreCivic.  The use of peer tutors as instructional assistance to the 
students was included in this document. In terms of quality control, the correctional 
education program is audited annually by ADC and CoreCivic program auditors.  The 
program is also evaluated every three years by the American Correctional Association 
and every two years by a voluntary external source, which has been Rio Salado College.  
The last audit by Rio Salado was October 2017.  In the audit report, the auditor 
recommended that we continue the use of peer tutors in the classrooms.  The RRCC 
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Comprehensive Education Plan is a proprietor document and cannot be shared outside of 
CoreCivic, but the Rio Salado Evaluation can be viewed in the appendix section of this 
dissertation (Appendix A).     
The teachers for ML and GED are required to have a current Arizona Standard 
Adult Education Certificate or an Arizona Standard Professional Secondary Certificate.  
Usually, each teacher will have at least one student aide to assist with the classroom 
instruction.  These aides are inmates who have at least a GED level of educational 
attainment, but a few have either some college or have completed an associate’s degree 
program.  Some teachers choose to utilize one to three peer tutors.  The peer tutors must 
have a college degree or some college and at least two years working as a teacher’s aide.   
Participants 
I provided a student recruitment letter (Appendix B) to inmates involved in the 
GED and ML classes.  This letter announced the nature of the study and stressed the 
voluntary nature of their participation during the course of the study. The letter also fully 
advised the students of the protocol that was followed to ensure the confidentially of the 
data.  The principal and I then selected 80 student volunteers through a stratified 
sampling process for my action research. The stratified contexts involved both ML and 
GED students.  The goal was to select 80 students consisting of four groups of 20 
students, which included the following:  20 students in ML with tutors; 20 students in ML 
without tutors; 20 students in GED with tutors; and 20 students in GED without tutors.  
However, due to a shortage of ML students who initially consented to the research, the 
two ML classes each started the study on 9/19/18 with 15 students.  Because of the 
transitory population of RRCC (releases to the community and transfers to other 
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facilities) and students completing their academic requirements prior to the end of the 
study, the consenting and class assignment process immediately became a weekly 
function.  With new student consenting and assignments made weekly, the two ML 
classes were each filled to 20 students by 10/1/18. By the end of the study, a total of 147 
inmates had been assigned to the four research classes, but the classes never exceeded 20 
students. 
  Six trained peer tutors were selected by the principal and teachers involved in 
the research.  Those six tutors were consented using a tutor recruitment letter (Appendix 
C). Five volunteer peer tutors were assigned to one class of ML and five volunteer peer 
tutors were assigned to one class of GED.  Most of the tutors were used for both classes. 
This created a 4:1 ratio of students to each peer tutor.  All tutors used in the intervention 
were experienced and interested in being a part of this study. 
At RRCC, we require all tutors to pass a 27-hour tutor basic preparation course, 
which was designed by the principal and teachers to provide a baseline of skills and 
knowledge about instruction.  This course includes three hours of instruction in each of 
the following areas:  effective communication, presentation skills, critical thinking, 
differential learning styles, and time management.  The original peer tutor training 
curriculum did not include creating knowledge and skills through scaffolding, coaching, 
prompting, cueing, and fading.  I developed a lesson plan that included those skills and 
added it to the training program.  This lesson plan for the peer tutor training can be 
reviewed in the appendix section of this dissertation (Appendix E).   
 As noted, I expanded the original peer tutor training program to include 
knowledge and skills in the use of scaffolding, prompting, cueing, fading, and questions 
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to check for understanding.  To guide some of this curriculum expansion a book authored 
by Douglas Fisher and Nancy Frey (2010) titled, Guided Instruction: How to Develop 
Confident and Successful Leaders, was used. The authors note in the introduction of this 
book that they use the theories of Vygotsky (1978) regarding the zone of proximal 
development; Bandura (1977) regarding attention, reproduction, and motivation; and 
Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) regarding scaffolding.   
The curriculum expansion included the four principles of andragogy as expressed 
by Malcolm Knowles (1980) that were discussed in chapter two of this dissertation.  
These four principles address the different approaches to instruction that should be taken 
with adult learners, some of which are different than what is found in the instruction of 
children.  Knowles (1980) advises that the climate for the adult classroom should be 
relaxed, and the student should feel accepted, respected, and supported.  The classroom 
should be set up with small groups around tables. The adult student should be involved in 
the identification of his education needs, the development of his individual education 
plan, and the evaluation of his progress.   
I wrote the additional lesson plan and had it reviewed by the principal with the 
understanding it would be added to the tutor training curriculum. I had an instructor train 
the six peer tutors that volunteered to participate in the study with this additional training 
material. This training was conducted just prior to the intervention. 
 I met with the academic teachers that had at least one year of experience in 
correctional education instruction.  During this meeting, I discussed the purpose of my 
study and my research plan.  I also distributed a teacher recruitment letter (Appendix D) 
that advised them of the voluntary nature of their participation in the study as well as the  
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protocol that will be followed to ensure the confidentially of the volunteer participants.  
Two academic teachers were selected by the principal and I for the study.  The  
teachers each had current teaching certificates awarded by the Arizona Board of 
Education.  The teachers were both volunteers in terms of their participation in the 
instruction of the treatment and control groups of students. The teacher assigned to the 
treatment classes had a Bachelor’s degree in education and six years of teaching 
experience. Two of those six years were in correctional education.  The teacher assigned 
to the control classes had Master’s degree in education and 15 years of teaching 
experience.  Three of those 15 years were in correctional education.  All the teachers at 
Red Rock are employees of CoreCivic and, thus, indirectly report to me.  Due to these 
teachers having at least two years of teaching experience in a correctional environment, 
they were fully aware of the challenges sometimes faced in the prison classroom. 
Role of the Researcher 
I am one of two assistant wardens at RRCC.  My responsibility includes all 
programming domains at this 2,000 bed medium custody prison.  The principal is my 
direct report and, thus, all educators are my indirect reports.  I was cognizant of this 
positionality in my research, and I engaged in self-reflection at various points to examine 
potential bias and influence that my position may be creating with the participants in the 
research.  Once the two teachers were selected, I expressed the importance of all 
participants maintaining objectivity during the course of the study.  I spoke with the 
selected teachers during the study and ask them to advise me or the principal if they 
perceived I was applying any type of bias or prejudice through operational decisions or 
interactions that I was involved with during the 90-day study period.  
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I have been an advocate for the application of correctional programs to enhance 
reentry success for many years.  I sincerely believe change is possible through learning 
and skill development.  Based on a review of the theories and research conducted in 
public schools and correctional education environments, I believe that trained peer tutors 
offer a significant potential for learning and achievement.  Approaching this research, I 
realized that an objective and honest assessment was required to obtain the most reliable 
and valid data. 
Intervention 
 The intervention that I used for this study was the use of peer tutors that are 
trained not only in the basic skills of instruction and presentation, but also, more 
importantly, the scaffolding process and the zone of proximal development.   The 
principal and teachers involved in the study assigned  the six selected tutors so that five 
trained tutors to assisted with the instruction in the ML treatment classroom, and five 
trained tutors assisted with the instruction in the GED treatment classroom. The ML and 
GED control classrooms were only assigned an academic teacher and a teacher’s aide.  
Each treatment classroom had an academic teacher, a teacher’s aide, and five trained peer 
tutors for a class of 20 students.  This established a 4:1 student to peer tutor ratio.  These 
tutors, through the guidance and supervision of the teachers, provided instructional 
assistance to all students both in the classroom setting and in the housing units after-hours 
consistent with the students’ needs and education plans.  These peer tutors were  able to 
provide one-on-one and small group instruction on subject material and readily respond 
to the student questions through a social interactive process of prompting, cueing, 
scaffolding, and fading to stimulate constructive critical thinking by the student to create 
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his own answers.  The tutors through a scaffolding process of building understanding, 
skill development, and knowledge modeled the value and importance of education for 
these adult learners.  
The teacher and peer trained tutors created a classroom environment that followed  
the four principles of adult learning as expressed by Knowles (1980) in his theory on 
andragogy.  These principles as discussed earlier in this section were applied such that 
the classroom environments were a relaxed setting that provided respect, acceptance, and 
support to the student. The instruction was formatted in a small group or individual 
arrangement.  The students were involved in the development of their individual 
education plan, as well as their own evaluation of progress.  
 The goal of this intervention was to improve the learning process, improve 
attendance, and also improve interest and value in correctional education for the students.  
The objective for this research was first to study the effects of using uniquely trained peer 
tutors, who will assist in the instruction of academic studies both in the classroom setting 
and after-hours in the housing unit while using an andragogical approach, on the 
academic performance of ML and GED students.   Secondly, the study measured 
attendance for students with tutors and without tutors.  Thirdly, the study reported on 
student interest and value for correctional education based on the use of tutors. 
Research Plan 
 I conducted a mixed methods embedded design study using quantitative measures 
supplemented with qualitatively designed interviews to provide a thorough and robust 
understanding of the impact of the intervention on the students and tutors.  I established 
an experimental model with a two randomly assigned control groups and two randomly 
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assigned treatment groups.  One control and one treatment group consisted of ML 
students and the other treatment and control group consisted of GED students.  Thus, 
there were two treatment groups and two control groups.  There were 20 students 
assigned to each of the four groups; however, as explained earlier due to inmate releases 
and transfers along with academic completions, the total number of inmates involved by 
the end of the study was 147.  Each of the four classes never exceeded an assignment of 
20 students at any time.  Six trained tutors were selected and were assigned to the two 
treatment groups classes in a manner so that five were always in each class.  One teacher 
was selected for both treatment classes and one was selected for both control classes. The 
principal and I made the selection of the teachers.  
  A pre- and post-performance test was administered to all the students to measure 
skill levels at the beginning of the study and at the conclusion of either their course work 
or the intervention.   A pre- and post-survey was also administered to all of the students 
to measure self-reported constructs of interest and perceived value of correctional 
education.  The survey can be viewed in the Appendix section of this dissertation 
(Appendix F).  Attendance was measured during the intervention period based on 
absences in the classroom.  
 I also conducted interviews of two randomly selected GED students with peer 
tutors and two randomly selected GED students without peer tutors.  I followed the same 
format with interviews of randomly selected ML students.  The interviews were audio 
recorded and followed a core set of questions (Appendix G) as a guide. The intent of 
these interviews was to determine the students’ thoughts on the type of instruction they 
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received, the amount of support they received, and their thoughts on the value of 
education.  I also conducted a focus group with all the tutors involved in the study. I also  
used a set of core questions (Appendix H) for this focus group as well.  
 I believe this embedded mixed methods approach provided a rich blend of 
quantitative data supplemented with qualitative data regarding the use of peer tutors for 
correctional education students.  The random assignment of students to control and 
treatment groups provided a true experimental design.  The pre- and post-tests and 
surveys provided data from the students prior to or within the first week of their 
assignment and either at the completion of their academic requirements or after the 
intervention.  Qualitative interviews supplemented the quantitative data regarding the 
students’ thoughts about the use of peer trained tutors.                   
Instruments and Data Sources 
The instruments chosen to measure the data for my study provided data that 
responded directly to my research questions.  Those questions, again, were as follows: 
RQ 1:  Are there significant differences in student achievement gains in classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
a. Are there significant differences in student TABE test score gains in ML 
classes with or without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in student GED test score gains in GED 
classes with or without trained peer tutors? 
RQ 2:  Are there significant differences in student attendance in classes with or without 
trained peer tutors? 
a. Are there significant differences in student attendance in ML classes with or  
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without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in student attendance in GED classes with or  
without trained peer tutors? 
RQ3:  Are there significant differences in student self-reports regarding interest and value 
in correctional education with or without peer trained tutors?   
a. Are there significant differences in ML student self-reports of interest and value 
in correctional education with or without trained peer educators? 
b. Are there significant differences in GED student self-reports of interest and 
value in correctional education with or without peer trained tutors? 
I administered a pre- and post-intervention survey (Appendix F) to all students in  
the study.  The survey was administered to the students during the consent process  
or during their first day of their assignment to a research class.  It was also administered 
again at the completion of their academic requirements (ML certificate or GED) or, if 
still in class, at the end of the 90-day intervention. This survey contained items for 
demographic data and two constructs for quantitative data, which were interest in 
education classes and perceived value of correctional education.  The survey was 
formatted with a 4-point Likert design to include the following item responses: Strongly 
Agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).  In addition to the 
quantitative data, one item in the demographic section was an open-ended question 
asking the students to describe their overall high school experience in two or three 
sentences. The same survey was administered to the participating students as both the 
pre- and post-intervention survey.   
  I had the teachers administer a TABE to all the ML students during the first week  
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of their class assignment and then again at the completion of their academic requirement 
or at the end of the study.  I also had the teachers administer a GED practice test prior to 
and after the invention.  There is nothing in the scoring of these tests that was subjective.  
This pre- and post- test data provided evidence of individual differences in grade level 
achievement during the study time period.  The change in the pre- and post- test results 
were quantitatively analyzed by groups to determine if there are any differences in the 
mean student achievement scores between the treatment groups and control groups. 
At the conclusion of the intervention, I tracked attendance for all the students 
using the CoreCivic TRUST system.  This is a reporting tool used corporation-wide to 
track education statistics to include attendance variables for absences.  I also collected 
copies of all the ADC disciplinary reports involving absences on the participating 
students during the intervention period. These two instruments provided data on the two 
variables involved in student attendance.  
I conducted individual interviews with eight students, which included two 
students in each of the four research groups.  These interviews were audio recorded with 
each student’s approval.  These were qualitative interviews, but I used an interview guide 
(Appendix G) with core questions based on the constructs of instructional methods, 
support in the learning process, self-efficacy, and value of education.  I also conducted a 
focus group with the six tutors involved in the study.  Again, I used an interview guide 
(Appendix H) with core questions.  The constructs for the core questions were 
instructional methods, perceived student engagement, and overall experience as a tutor.  I 
transcribe the recorded interviews so that the transcriptions could be used for thematic  
coding.  
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Data Analysis 
 I used Excel and the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 25 for the  
analysis of the quantitative data.  The data for analysis were formatted first by research 
question, then by ML or GED classes, then by construct, and finally by control and 
treatment classes. I conducted descriptive analysis on the quantitative data.  With two of 
the items in the survey under the construct of interest in education classes and with one 
item under the construct of value of correctional education, I reverse coded the responses. 
This was done due to the nature of the sentence structure and subsequent positive 
responses.  I also conducted an independent t-test analysis on the mean values for the pre- 
and post-surveys and assessment tests to determine if there were any statistically 
significant differences.  I conducted an internal validity test on the two constructs for the 
survey using the Cronbach’s alpha analysis tool in SPSS 25.    
 I conducted a thematic coding analysis on the transcribed interviews.  I conducted 
the thematic coding process following guidance from the book authored by Johnny 
Saldana (2016) titled, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers, and the article 
authored by Braun and Clarke (2006) regarding thematic analysis.  I started with initial or 
open codes and then moved to axial coding.  After the axial coding, I reviewed the codes 
to ensure a saturated coding process had been completed.  From the axial coding, I 
developed the themes from the interviews.   I then compared the themes with the 
quantitative data outcomes to assist me with understanding and explaining the 
quantitative findings. 
Limitations 
 The results of this study were based on a relatively small sample size, which  
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created limitations to the ability to generalize the outcomes to other samples and 
populations.  Also, the curriculum for the unique training is new and locally developed.  
Thus, it could not be viewed as a standardized training curriculum.  The RRCC tutors 
generally seem eager to please staff and administrators and, thus, may have been highly 
motivated to create positive outcomes with this study.  Peer tutors in other facilities or 
other populations may not have this same degree of motivation. 
 However, it is time to create innovative program designs and models based on 
time-tested theories to determine their effectiveness.  The cyclic nature of correctional 
programming has again provided the necessity, desire, and support to advance 
correctional programs.  Education, historically, has been the core of this correctional 
programming.       
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CHAPTER FOUR 
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
As discussed in chapter three, the methodology that I chose for this research 
involved a mixed methods model involving both quantitative and qualitative measures.  I 
will first briefly discuss each procedure and then will present the findings.  The 
quantitative data results and analysis will be reported first followed by the qualitative 
data.  The findings will be presented in the context of the three research questions, which 
I will again share below: 
RQ 1:  Are there significant differences in student achievement gains in classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
a. Are there significant differences in student TABE test score gains in ML 
classes with or without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in student GED pre-test score gains in GED 
classes with or without trained peer tutors? 
RQ 2:  Are there significant differences in student attendance in classes with or without 
trained peer tutors? 
a. Are there significant differences in student attendance in ML classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in student attendance in GED classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
RQ3:  Are there significant differences in student self-reports regarding interest in and 
value of correctional education with or without peer trained tutors?   
a. Are there significant differences in ML student self-reports of interest in and  
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value of correctional education with or without trained peer tutors? 
b. Are there significant differences in GED student self-reports of interest in and 
value of correctional education with or without peer trained tutors? 
However, before I begin with the data analysis, I think it is important that I briefly 
share a couple of the unanticipated environmental context issues that affected this study.  
The most significant issue impacting the dynamics of the study was the transient nature 
of the population, and, thus, students. Red Rock Correctional Center inmate population 
monthly turnover rate was 9.2 percent (Fizer, 2018) during the months involved in this 
study, with most of the new inmates coming from the ADC reception center.  This 
movement was caused by inmates either releasing back to the community or being 
transferred to other correctional facilities based on changes to their classification, such as 
movement to minimum custody or to higher custody facilities. This movement involved 
students in the four research classes.  Movement out of the research classes during the 
course of the 90-day study was also based on both ML and GED students successfully 
completing their academic certificate or high school equivalency requirements. Based on 
the recognized and acknowledged need to keep the education classroom seats filled (20 
students in each class) as students were transferred out of Red Rock, new students were 
consented, tested, and surveyed weekly during the 90-day intervention.  Thus, rather than 
have a sample size of just 80 inmates during the 90-day intervention, the sample size 
grew to 147: 80 mandatory literacy students and 67 GED students.  To clarify, even 
though the number of students involved in the sample increased weekly, the four research 
classes remained at 20 students each throughout the intervention. 
 A decision was made with input from my chair to run the intervention and data  
61 
 
collection with the original group (all of the original sample of students assigned on 
9/19/18) and also the collective group of students (the remaining original sample of 
students plus all the new students assigned weekly from 9/19/18 to fill vacancies from the 
weekly movement), even though the students added incrementally throughout the study 
would have diminishing exposure to the intervention (tutors).  Therefore, some of the 
data results and analysis are crafted such the original four classes of students will be 
reported separately followed by outcomes for the collective group of students involved in 
the research classes as a whole.  When the data analysis is reported as two sets, the group 
of students exposed to the full 90-days of intervention will be identified as Original and 
the collective group, which will include those in the original group, will be identified as 
Collective.  
The other, more temporary, issue was the initial student hesitation or decision not 
to consent to participate in the research.  This will be discussed in more detail in chapter 
five, but I found  modifications to the consenting protocol to include the involvement of 
two inmate peers (a teacher’s aide and a peer mentor), as well as reducing the consenting 
group to seven or less was necessary.   Once these changes were made, the issue seemed 
to be resolved and the majority of the students involved in the consenting process agreed 
to participate.  I will now share the data results and analysis. 
As part of the design of this intervention, the selected tutors provided after-hours 
academic instruction to the inmates identified as needing additional instruction time.  
This after-hours instruction included weekday evenings, weekends, and holidays. This 
after-hours instruction was provided in the housing units and was verified and the 
timesheets signed by housing unit officers. The tutors were paid for a collective total of 
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566.25 hours of after-hours instruction.  This averaged out to 7.86 hours of after-hours 
instruction time per tutor per week over the 90-day intervention.  The actual hours ranges 
from a high of 111 hours to a low of 75 hours after-hours instruction by the tutors during 
the 90-day intervention. 
Results 
RQ 1:  Are there significant differences in student achievement gains in classes with 
or without trained peer tutors? 
The intervention of five trained peer tutors was applied to one class of mandatory 
literacy (ML) students and one class of GED students.  These classes were identified as 
the treatment classes.  Two control classes, one for each level of education instruction, 
were also created with only a teacher’s aide assigned to assist the instructor.  Consented 
students at each skill level were randomly assigned to either a control or treatment class.  
For the quantitative data collected for this research question, a pre- and post-assessment 
skill level test was administered to each student.  Students in the ML classes were 
administered the Tests of Adult Basic Education Exam (TABE) and the GED students 
were administered a pre-GED assessment exam. The qualitative data for this research 
question was based on interviews with randomly selected students and a focus group with 
the tutors.  I will share the quantitative data from the ML and GED classes first followed 
by the qualitative data results for both levels of classes. 
Mandatory literacy classes – quantitative results.  Using Statistical Package for 
Social Sciences (SPSS) 25, I conducted a descriptive analysis on the pre- and post-TABE 
tests administered to the ML students. I ran the analysis for the students assigned to the 
original two classes as one set of data, as explained above, and also for the collective 
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group of students in the two classes.  As a means of interpretation, the mean scores on the 
TABE indicate grade skill level. The results are shown in Table 1 below. 
Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics of Pre- and Post-TABE for ML Students 
Pre-TABE Post-TABE 
Control                   Treatment Control                Treatment 
Original M=7.09                   M=6.39 M=10.14                M=11.36 
SD=4.42                  SD=1.88 SD=1.88                  SD=1.93 
Collective  M=7.25                   M=9.74 M=9.74                    M=9.54 
SD=3.41                  SD=5.59 SD=2.67                    SD=3.17 
Original Control n=15; Original Treatment n=15; Collective Control n=42; Collective 
Treatment n=38 
 
As noted in Table 1, the mean value difference between the pre-and post-TABE 
for the ML original control class (n=15) was 3.09.  The mean difference between the pre- 
and post-TABE for the original treatment class (n=15) was 4.97.  To determine if the 
difference in mean TABE results were statistically significant,  I first compared the 
means of the pre-TABE for the original control and original treatment classes using an 
independent t-test in SPSS 25 and found that there was not a statistical difference in the 
pre-TABE mean values:  p=.52.  I then compared the means of the post-TABE for the 
original control class and the original treatment class and found the difference in the 
means was statistically significant at the 95% confidence level (0.05):  p=.03 (.028).   
Thus, there was statistical indication that the intervention of the trained peer tutors 
assisting ML students with academic instruction did result, in this context, with 
improving the mean TABE scores results over the mean TABE score results of those 
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students that did not have tutors assisting with their instruction.  Although not all of the 
students in the original group remained in class the full 90 days of the intervention, those 
that did had the most exposure to the assistance of the peer trained tutors.    
The results of the analysis of the mean scores for the collective student groups 
were not as positive.  The difference in the pre-and the post-TABE mean values for the 
control group (n=42) was 2.49 and the difference in the means scores for the treatment 
group (n=38) was 2.28.  The independent t-test results for the control and treatment pre-
TABE were not significant with a p value of .99.  The results of the same type of analysis 
for the post-TABE were also not significant with a p value of .67.   Again, these were 
students with varying exposure to the intervention with some only being in the treatment 
class for two weeks. 
GED classes – quantitative results.  As indicated in Table 2 below, the 
difference in the pre- and post-GED assessment means for the control group is 13.49 and 
10.96 for the treatment group.  This is a difference of 2.53, or in terms of percentages, an 
18.75% difference in the means scores in favor of the control group. The independent t-
test indicated the mean values between the control and treatment classes for the pre-GED 
test were not statistically different:  p=.31.  The same was found for the mean post-test 
values between these classes with a p=.14.   
 The same favorable difference for control classes in mean scores for the 
collective groups is indicated in Table 2 with a difference of 2.17 or an 18.18% 
difference between the control and treatment group mean scores.  The independent t-test 
analysis revealed no statistically significant differences with pre-test means (p=.63) or 
post-test means (p=.26) of the collective control and treatment groups.  Thus, even  
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though there were mean differences between the control and treatment classes in favor of  
the control classes for both the original and collective groups, the differences were not  
statistically significant.  
Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics of Pre- and Post-GED Assessment Tests for GED Students   
     Pre-Test        Post-Test 
Control           Treatment Control          Treatment 
Original     M=134.23         M=130.73  M=147.72               M=141.69 
   SD=17.35          SD=17.33  SD=20.12                 SD=20.69 
Collective    M=133.51         M=132.18   M=145.45               M=141.95 
   SD=18.4             SD=19.37    SD=19.74                SD=22.30 
Original Control n=20; Original Treatment n=20;Collective Control n=31; Collective 
Treatment n=36        
   
Qualitative results.  In the interest of creating a robust methodology of inquiry, I 
chose to implement a mixed method model.  As part of the qualitative methods for this 
research, I thought it important to interview two randomly selected students from each of 
the four groups of students.  I also wanted to interview the six tutors involved in the 
intervention to gain their perspective of different aspects of the tutoring instruction and 
responsibilities.  Although remaining flexible with my interview questions, I did utilize a 
core set of student and tutor questions for each interview as a basis.  The core questions 
can be viewed in the Appendix section (Appendix G – Core Student Interview Questions 
and Appendix H – Core Tutor Interview Questions). The student core questions involved 
four constructs: instructional methods, support in the learning process, self-efficacy, and 
value of education.  The tutor core questions involved three constructs:  instructional 
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methods, perceived student engagement, and overall experience as a tutor.  I interviewed 
the students in pairs according to their group, and I interviewed the tutors in a focus 
group format.  All the students involved in the interviews were from the original research 
classes that started on 9/19/18. The four students interviewed from the treatment groups 
did receive instruction from the tutors.  I audio-recorded the interviews with permission 
from the participants, and I had the recording professionally transcribed.  I conducted the 
interviews after the full 90-day intervention. 
 I used a thematic coding process to develop my analysis of the interviews.  This 
coding process involved highlighting and underlining words and phrases in the 
transcripts. I then wrote brief codes in the margins based on the highlights and 
underlining.  I refer to this as initial or open coding.  I then grouped open codes together 
that aligned with constructs and renamed some of them.  The other codes that dealt more 
with operational or policy issues, I dropped.  I refer to this process as axial coding.  I then 
grouped these axial codes together with a phrase that seemed to fit well. This especially 
applied to the small group and support issues. These phrases became my themes.  A total 
of 17 themes were identified and all these themes can be viewed in Table 4 following the 
section describing the tutor focus group. Table 3, found below, references the total word 
count for each interview and the tutor focus group.  As can be seen, the ML control 
interview was much shorter than the others.  These two students answered all of the 
questions, but did so with short responses.  They went into very little detail about the 
instructional practices in the classroom. The exception was when they spoke about their 
teacher, who they both described as very supportive.     
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Table 3 
Word Count and Minutes for the Interviews with Four Groups of Students and the Tutors 
 
 
ML GED Tutors 
Control 
 
 
 
Treatment 
     1,147 words 
     7:12 minutes 
 
 
     1,918 words 
     12:43 minutes 
 
      2,938 words 
      19:29 minutes 
 
 
      2,809  words 
      18:21 minutes 
 
 
 
 
     5,805 words 
     31:37 minutes 
 
Mandatory Literacy Students – Interviews.  For the construct of instructional 
methods, I identified two themes from the interviews, which were “system of learning” 
and “ensuring understanding.”  The first theme, “system of learning”, was described by 
students in the treatment group.  These students with the tutors shared that having a 
sequenced learning system where one subject was taught at a time by a tutor that 
specialized in the instruction of that subject and having to gain knowledge and 
competency in that subject before moving to the next small group of instruction on 
another subject with another tutor was particularly helpful.  They shared that either 
individual or small group instruction was very beneficial.  They added that people in 
large groups start talking and get distracted, and the students in small groups pay more 
attention and focus on the instruction. They further shared that not all of the students are 
on the same skill level or learn at the same pace so small groups and individual assistance 
is so important. This type of instruction is an element of the andragogical approach to 
adult learning. 
Both groups spoke of the second theme, “ensuring understanding”.   They shared  
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that having the teacher or tutors repeatedly going over the material to ensure they  
understood and then having to demonstrate  they understood was very helpful. Both 
groups referenced repeating the material and breaking it down to simplify it was very 
helpful. The treatment group spoke of the benefit of having multiple small groups with a 
tutor with each group, which was in contrast to the control group which spoke of two 
large groups or the whole class being instructed by the teacher and aide or just the 
teacher.  
The second construct was support in the learning process.  There were two themes 
from the interviews for this construct which were “tutors as helpful”, and “great teacher.”  
The students from the treatment class felt helped and supported and that all their 
questions were responded to with assistance. They repeatedly spoke of how helpful the 
tutors were.  The reported the tutors as responsive and patient.  The treatment students 
stated that without tutors, the instructor would have a difficult time due to numerous 
independent questions and requests for help. One student in the treatment class was very 
thankful for the tutor assistance and made the following statement, “I’m already 40 years 
old and I haven’t been to school. I dropped out at a very young age and somebody 
helping me with school that was very helpful.”       
In terms of support in the learning process, the students in the control class felt 
support from the teacher and the aide, but stated individual help was limited because of 
the number of students.  However, the second theme found in the interview results for 
this construct was “great teacher.”  This theme was exclusive for the control group. The 
two inmates repeatedly spoke of the teacher as being very supportive and responsive. 
They stated that she made sure the students understood the concepts being taught. One 
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student made the following statement, which was acknowledged by the second student:  
“She is a really good teacher. She make sure that we understood the work and stuff that 
we was doing and keep you focused and then she more so down to earth like you can 
actually talk to her.  She’s a really good person.”     
The third construct was self-efficacy.  The two themes for this construct were 
“motivation” and “support.”  Both groups felt their self-efficacy improved, but was done 
so through different means. The treatment students responded that the tutors were 
engaging, encouraging, and motivating to them.  They indicated they felt confident in 
their learning.  They felt the tutors motivated them to succeed.  One student stated, “They 
would motivate us. You got it, you got this.  Because I went from a 3.5 to a 7.5 and then 
to a 12 point, I went to the maximum.”   
The interview with the control indicated that their self-efficacy was improved 
largely due to the support of the teacher. They stated that she made sure they understood 
the work and kept them focused.  They stated that if they ever needed help understanding 
all they had to do was ask for assistance.  One of the control students stated he was glad 
that he had been mandated to attend school and the help and support he received, because 
he now has completed his mandate and is enrolled in GED.  
GED students – interviews.  Based on my analysis of the interview data with the 
control and treatment students, I identified two themes for the construct of instructional 
methods.  These two themes were “computer versus tutors or aide”, and “small group 
instruction.”  When I interviewed the two students in the treatment class and asked about 
the benefit of instructional methods, one inmate immediately responded that the computer 
program was very helpful to him.  Only after the other student, who also acknowledged 
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the assistance of the computer but then went on to talk about the benefit of the tutors, did 
the first inmate share that the tutors were also very helpful.  Interestingly, during the 
course of the interview, the first student tried to downplay the benefit of the computers 
with his learning process and instead attempted to elevate the assistance of the tutors.  
The students in the control group thought the computer was helpful, but slow.  They 
stated that they needed the teacher’s aide to further assist or clarify concepts for them. 
Both sets of students felt that small groups and individual instruction were very helpful.  
They stated that the small groups allowed the students to “feed off of each other.”  The 
control students stated that the instruction could be improved if more aides or tutors were 
added to the class.   One treatment student was very thankful for the assistance of the 
tutor that assisted him and stated, “Thanks to him, I was able to pass most of the tests that 
I had.” 
With the interview data for the construct of support in the learning process, I 
found two themes.  These themes were “made it simple” and “needed more assistance.” 
The treatment students stated that the tutors answered all of their questions and that the 
tutors were very patient.  The tutors took their time and made the lesson easy to 
understand.  One stated, “…he made me understand it.  He broke it down to me, so I 
could understand it in the simplest way.  He made it seem like if it was just one plus 
one….and it was actually polynomials.” 
The control students shared that they somewhat supported, but the access to the 
teacher or aide was limited.  One of the control students expressed frustration about not 
getting the level of assistance that he needed to understand the material.  He stated the 
teacher helped as much as she could but with all the other students, he did not receive the  
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individual instruction that he wanted.      
In terms of self-efficacy construct, I identified two themes.  One of the themes 
was “supportive structure” and the other was “commitment.”  The treatment students  
shared that with the computer program and the tutors they would always obtain the help 
and support they needed.    One of the treatment students stated, “I felt I had the 
confidence that I will get through it.”  One of the control students acknowledged that he 
felt confident to some extent, but would get easily frustrated because of not being able to 
understand the material.  The other repeatedly spoke of his commitment to get his GED.  
He stated, “Every morning that I get up, my objective is to get this.  This is my main goal 
is to get this GED.”    
Tutors – focus group.  As noted already, I conducted a focus group with the six 
tutors involved in the research. I asked them to describe what instructional method (first 
construct) they thought was most effective with student learning.  In my analysis of the 
data from their responses to this construct, I found three themes.  Those themes were 
“small groups with specialized instruction”, “build confidence”, and “scaffolding.” Most 
of the tutors immediately responded to my initial question about effective instructional 
methods with the response that small groups and individual instruction were most 
effective.  They shared that specializing in select subjects and setting up the classroom 
with a sequenced learning process seemed very beneficial to some students.  In this type 
of process each tutor would focus on one particular subject such as math or science and 
would instruct only that subject.  The students would move from one subject groups to 
the next subject group only after becoming competent in the first subject.  In this manner, 
students could focus on only one subject at a time, which the tutors (and students as I  
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shared earlier based on a student interview) thought was very helpful to some students. 
In terms of the theme of building confidence, one of the tutors shared that he 
thinks he is most effective when he singles out a struggling students and works with them 
individually. He stated that he builds a relationship with them, creates confidence…”I 
want them confident”…and then learns how they learn.  He then works with them 
through each subject.  He stated, “….I learn how the student or those groups of students 
would learn.”  Based on that knowledge, he would apply instruction so that the students 
would gain small successes. 
The theme of scaffolding was found in the response to a question I posed 
regarding their instructional practices. I asked the tutors if they felt the techniques in 
Guided Instruction (Fisher & Frey, 2010) were effective.  They shared that the techniques 
of scaffolding, coaching, cueing, and prompting were techniques that they had been 
using, but just not referencing the actions in those terms.  One tutor thought it was 
particularly effective to scaffold learning between two students.  He stated, “When I get 
one or two that don’t seem like they wanna go any further, that’s when I put them 
together and they automatically compete with each other.  You’re on the board and one of 
them gets it….and then this one starts to help…they start going back and forth.” One 
stated that he has learned to provide a small dose of information and let the students work 
it out from that point.  An interesting point by another tutor is that he likes to pair a young 
student and an old student together and has found this more effective.  He stated the older 
student has a calming effect on the younger student and the younger student usually 
understands quicker and helps the older student. 
In terms of construct of student engagement, I found two themes.  These themes  
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were “personal relationships” and “life coach.”  The tutors stated that it was important to 
get to know the students and to try and develop a relationship so that the student and tutor 
are comfortable with each other.  They stated that the students become much more 
receptive to their instruction when a relationship exists.  They discussed the need to 
engage with some students who do not seem to be advancing and not asking for help and 
just start talking with them about anything just to initiate the building of a relationship.  
The tutors all made it clear that they have to strike a balance with the students in  
regard to coaching and teaching.  One stated, “You almost feel like a life coach.”  
Another stated the following:  
“Yeah, I think it goes back to just….tutors, we have to also coach.  We 
have to coach these guys through because this is not easy for them.  So for 
us, we’re not just teaching these guys how to do math or how to do 
language arts.  Sometimes they come in with a bad attitude and you have 
to coach them.  You have to push them. And if you don’t do that, they’re 
gonna be in the GED classroom for two years, have not got any tests done 
and they’re just complaining….”     
They explained that they find themselves explaining why education is important and what  
doors it will open for them. They also explained that engagement can sometimes be 
elusive such as when they had a depressing phone conversation or received a depressing 
letter.  They shared that the best approach is to move students through the classes in a 
reasonable speed because if they linger and are in class extended periods of time, the 
students just get frustrated and shut down.      
Table 4 below includes the 17 themes discovered during my analysis of the  
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interview data with the two groups of ML students, two groups of GED students and the 
focus groups with the six tutors involved in the study.   A common theme found under the 
construct of instructional methods for all three groups was “small group instruction.” 
Support and concepts related to support also are common themes.  
Table 4 
Themes Developed from Interviews 
Constructs Instructional Methods Support in the 
Learning Process 
Self-Efficacy Student 
Engagement 
ML  System of Learning   Tutors as Helpful  Motivation  
  Ensuring 
Understanding 
 Great Teacher  Support  
GED  Computers v. 
Tutors/Aides 
Made it Simple Supportive 
Structure 
 
 Small Group 
Instruction 
Needed More 
Assistance 
Commitment  
Tutors Small Groups with 
Specialized Instruction 
  Personal 
Relationships 
  Build Confidence    Life Coach 
  Scaffolding    
 
RQ 2:  Are there significant differences in student attendance in classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
It has long been my experience that attendance is a chronic issue faced daily in 
the correctional system of Arizona. Students are mandated to education programs and 
some are resistive to their mandatory assignment even though there are strong policy-
driven incentives and disincentives built into the system.  Inmates are expected to attend 
education classes Monday through Friday for a three-hour block of time, either morning 
or afternoon depending on their assignment, each of the five days.  My interest was to 
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measure if there was a difference in attendance by students in the treatment classes versus 
the control classes during the course of this intervention.  To measure this, daily 
attendance rosters were collected and cross-referenced against the policy-driven 
accountability appointment/assignment system.  Also, disciplinary violation reports were 
monitored to capture the data on inmates being held formally versus informally 
accountable for program attendance refusals.  Disciplinary reports, although discretionary 
at the level of the officer, are normally reserved for those inmates that demonstrate a 
chronic violation pattern.    
Mandatory Literacy – Attendance.  Table 5 below provides data by month and 
class for the 90-day intervention.  The data in Table 5 indicates that the control class had 
43 more total student absences then the treatment class, and 10.75 more per month on 
average.  The ML-Treatment class was a morning class, which I will reference later in 
this section. 
Table 5 
Number of Student Absences in the ML Control and Treatment Classes 
  ML-Control ML-Treatment 
September 13 22 
October 33 15 
November 64 33 
December 27 24 
                        Total 137 94 
Average per Month 34.25 23.5 
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There were a total of three disciplinary violations involving three students for the  
control class and nine disciplinary violations involving six students in the treatment class. 
All three of the inmates in the control class were part of the original group.  Three of the 
six inmates involved with disciplinary violations in the treatment class were part of the 
original group.  Two of these three students had multiple disciplinary violations for 
attendance. 
GED – Attendance.   Table 6 below provides data on the attendance of students 
enrolled in the GED treatment and control classes during the 90-day intervention.  As 
indicated, the treatment class experienced a total of 94 more absences than the control 
class, and had, on average, 23.5 more absences per month.  The GED control class was a 
morning class, which will be referenced later in this section. 
Table 6 
Student Attendance in the Control and Treatment GED Classes 
Student Absences GED-Control GED-Treatment 
September 12 22 
October 8 41 
November 22 55 
December 7 25 
Total 49 143 
Average per Month 12.25 35.75 
 
There were three disciplinary violations involving three inmates in the GED  
control group.  All three inmates were part of the original class.  There were 10  
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disciplinary violations involving six students in the GED treatment class.  Five of the six  
students were from the original class.  
Notes on attendance.  I interviewed the two teachers involved in the research and 
asked them to share their thoughts on the absences.  They both immediately responded 
that the greatest challenge with attendance in education classes has historically been with 
the afternoon classes.  They explained this was due to the operational events of the prison 
involving the feeding the noon meal for 2,000 inmates and a security shift change 30 
minutes after the start of afternoon classes, which involves a close-out of duties and task 
by one shift and the required initial duties of an on-coming shift.  This is different than in 
the morning when fewer students choose to eat the morning meal and there is not a 
security shift change involved.  This does offer some explanation as to the higher 
numbers of absences with the ML control class and the GED treatment class. They 
further shared that the inmates have advised them that the inmate population view ML as 
a necessary program versus GED.  They also shared there was some misunderstanding 
with staff regarding tardiness versus absence with the afternoon shift.  Apparently, some 
afternoon shift staff believed that if the inmate had not turned reported to education by a 
certain time, then the student was not permitted to leave the housing unit.  Thus, some 
afternoon students were absent who might otherwise have just been late to class. 
RQ3:  Are there significant differences in student self-reports regarding interest in 
and value of correctional education with or without peer trained tutors?   
I used both quantitative and qualitative instruments for my inquiry with this  
research question.  For my quantitative instrument of measure, I developed a survey 
instrument with two constructs.  This student survey can be viewed in the Appendix 
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section as Appendix F.  One construct was interest in education classes and this construct 
consisted of six items, and the other construct was value of education and this construct 
also consisted of six items. Each of the responses to the 12 items was formatted on a 4-
point Likert scale with the individual response selections consisting of the following:  (4) 
strongly agree, (3) agree, (2) disagree, and (1) strongly disagree.  I also added three 
demographic questions at the end of the survey with one of the three soliciting feedback 
on the respondent’s overall high school experience, which provided an opportunity to 
express their interest and value in education at that point in their academic development.  
The methodology for the 90-day intervention was to use the survey instrument as 
a pre- and post-assessment of each student’s interest in education classes and their value 
of correctional education.  The pre-survey was administered either the first day of class or 
a day or two prior to starting class.  The post-survey was administered after each student 
successfully completed his education requirements for a certificate or for those who had 
not acquired a certificate, at the end of the 90-day intervention. Of the 80 students 
involved in the ML research classes, 76 voluntarily took the pre-survey for a 95% 
participation rate and 75 took the post-survey for a 94% participation rate.  Of the 67 
GED students in the research, 58 took the pre-survey for an 87% participation rate and 54 
took the post-survey for an 85% participation rate.  The responses from the students in 
the original classes were not separated from the students from the collective group for 
this measure.   I will report the quantitative results with the ML groups first and then the 
GED students.  The qualitative results from the ML and GED students based on the 
previously described interviews and the one open-ended question on the survey 
instrument will be reported together.  First, however, I will provide the results of my  
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reliability analysis of the survey instrument.     
To test the reliability of the survey instrument, I conducted an internal consistency 
analysis using SPSS 25 on each of the two constructs.   The results were the Cronbach’s 
alpha for the interest construct was α= .68, and the Cronbach’s alpha for the value 
construct was α= .81. My experience with the reading of the various literature on 
Cronbach’s alpha values seems that a value of .7 to .8 is fair and a value of .8 to .9 is 
good, but both are in the acceptable range.    
Mandatory literacy – quantitative.  Table 7 below provides the descriptive 
statistical data for the construct of interest for the ML classes.  The mean difference 
between the control treatment classes and for the pre-survey was .09 in favor of the 
treatment group.  The difference in the SD was only .06.  The independent t-test indicated 
the difference in the mean scores were not statistically significant with a p value of .75.  
The mean difference for the post-surveys was .14 in favor of the treatment group 
Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics of the Pre- and Post-Survey Results for the ML Students for the 
Interest Construct 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It should be noted that the mean value for the control group for the pre-and post- 
Pre-Survey Post-Survey 
    Control 
 
 
M=3.0             SD=.49 
 
   n=45  
M=3.0              SD=.60 
 
   n=45 
   Treatment 
 
M=3.09            SD=.43 
 
   n=31 
 
M=3.14            SD=.58 
 
    n=30 
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surveys did not change.  The independent t-test indicated that mean difference was not  
statistically significant with a p value of .70.  There was a SD of only .02 between the 
control and treatment groups. 
Table 8 below provides the descriptive statistics for the construct of value for the 
ML groups.  Interestingly, again the mean difference between the control and treatment 
groups during the pre-survey was .09 with the treatment group having the higher mean 
value. There was a .11 difference in the standard deviation with the smaller value in favor 
of the treatment group.  The independent t-test indicated that the difference in the mean 
values was not statistically significant with a p value of .80.  The post-survey mean 
values closed slightly with a .04 difference still in favor of the treatment group. The 
difference in standard deviation was .16 with the smaller value in favor of the treatment 
group.  The independent t-test indicated that the mean difference was not statistically 
significant with a p value of .59.   
Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics of the Pre- and Post-Survey Results for the ML Students for the 
Value Construct 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                         
 
  
 
 Pre-Survey Post-Survey 
       Control 
 
 
M=3.19            SD=.31 
 
   n=45 
M=3.26            SD=.32 
 
               n=45 
      Treatment 
  
 
M=3.28            SD=.20 
 
   n=31 
M=3.30            SD=.16 
 
               n=30 
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GED – quantitative.  The descriptive statistics for the construct of interest for the 
GED control and treatment groups are noted below in Table 9.  The difference in the 
mean values for the pre-surveys between the two groups is .02 with the control group 
have the higher mean value.  The difference in the standard deviation between the two 
groups is .02 with the control group having the smaller deviation.  The independent t-test 
indicated that the difference in the two mean scores was not statistically significant with a 
p value of .95. The difference in the mean values for the post-surveys between the control 
and treatment groups is .23 with the control group having the larger value.  The 
difference in the standard deviation is .20 with the control group having the smaller 
deviation.  The independent t-test indicates that the difference in the two mean scores is 
not statistically significant with a p value of .48.  
Table 9 
Descriptive Statistics of the Pre- and Post-Survey Results for the GED Students for the 
Interest Construct 
      Pre-Survey Post-Survey 
   Control 
 
M=3.10       SD=.42 
 
n=27 
 
M=3.05       SD=.44 
 
n=28 
Treatment 
 
M=3.08       SD=.44 
 
n=31 
M=2.82       SD=.64 
 
n=27 
 
The descriptive statistics for the construct of value for the control and treatment 
GED groups is noted below in Table 10.  The mean difference for the pre-survey between 
the two groups is .05 with the control group having the larger mean score.  The standard 
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deviation between the two groups is .07.  The independent t-test indicates a p value of 
.69, which is not statistically significant.  The mean difference for the post-survey results 
between the treatment and control groups is .30 with the control group having the larger 
value.  The standard deviation difference between the two groups is .14 with the control 
group having the smaller deviation.  The independent t-test found that the post-survey 
mean score difference between the control group and treatment group was statistically 
significant at the .05 level with a p value of .03 (.025).  Thus, the post-survey difference 
in the mean values for the construct of value for education between these two groups was 
greater than a 95 percent that it was not due to chance.     
Table 10 
Descriptive Statistics of the Pre- and Post-Survey Results for the GED Students for the 
Value Construct 
     Pre-Survey     Post-Survey 
      Control 
 
M=3.37      SD.24 
              
n=27 
M=3.31    SD=.12 
          
n=28 
     Treatment 
M=3.32   SD=.17 
 
        n=31 
M=3.01    SD=.26 
           
n=27 
 
Qualitative results of ML and GED students.  The majority of the comments 
provided by the 83 respondents (total of 1,082 words) to the open-ended question in both 
the pre- and post- survey, which askes the students to describe their high school 
experience in two or three sentences, indicated that their interest and value of education 
was low.  During my thematic analysis of the comments, I found the following themes:  
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party time, dropped out or expelled, did not enroll, and productive.  Several commented 
that they often missed school to party and have fun with girls; that they were expelled for 
acting out and fighting; that they never went to high school; and that they dropped out 
prior to finishing high school.   A few commented that they dropped out to take care of 
their family.  One such student stated, “I dropped out due to the need to support my 
child.”  Also a few commented that school was difficult due to gangs (“it sucked due to 
the gangs.”).  Only a few commented that they enjoyed the academic challenge and 
valued the learning. 
The majority of these written statements, which reflect their value of education at 
the time of high school, seemed a little inconsistent with the survey responses regarding 
their value for education now as adults in a correctional setting.  The comments also seem 
somewhat inconsistent with the statements made by the students that I interviewed.  
Again, during my interview process which followed the quantitative measures, I 
interviewed two students from each of the four groups of research classes. One of the 
constructs in my core interview question was the value of education.    
Regarding the interview construct of the value of education, the two themes that I 
found during my thematic analysis of the data were “important - but not for me” and 
“important – opens doors for my future.”  The two GED treatment students I interviewed 
seemed less convinced of the value of education than the GED control students.  The two 
treatment students shared that one had a lengthy sentence still remaining to serve (8 
years), and the other shared that his family owned a business and he would just need a 
CDL to help them out when he was released. The two students in the control class were 
very outspoken about the value of education, stating it was extremely important.  One  
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shared the following:  
“It’s extremely important.  For a career, for a job, for providing for your 
family.  Especially if you don’t have a lot of things you’re getting out to.  
If you’re on your own, you don’t have a family or anybody, we already 
have these felonies in our background, so at least we’ll have something to 
negate the felonies that we have.  That might help us above somebody else 
that doesn’t have that education.  Every morning that I get up, my 
objective is to get this.  This is my main goal is to get this GED”. 
This student further explained that he had a family that he needed to support upon 
his release.  He wanted to provide for his family and not depend on assistance 
programs upon when in the community. He shared that eventually he wanted to 
go into a small business.  
The two sets of ML students shared they believed education was very important.  
They shared that an education opens the door to further opportunities.  Students from the 
treatment class shared that they wanted to pursue their GED and then attend vocational 
classes.  One of the treatment students stated he did not want to work in the fields, but 
instead he wanted a better life and future.  This same student suggested we use bilingual 
tutors since some students understand concepts better in their native language.      
Summary 
This study found that a group of ML students that had exposure to the use of 
trained peer tutors for up to 90 days performed better on the TABE than those ML 
students that did not have tutors assigned to assist in their learning process.  The 
difference in the mean score values between these groups on the TABE was statistically 
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significant.  This difference was not found with the GED control and treatment groups, 
who also have the computer programs available to them.  An interesting development 
was that the control group of GED students expressed that their value of education was 
significantly higher than the treatment group of GED students based on post-survey 
results.  The qualitative results indicate that students think that tutors are engaging, 
motivating, supportive, and build confidence.  Students think that small group and 
individual instruction is very effective with adult learners.  Tutors benefit in a number of 
ways from the instruction and support they provide. The paragraph below expresses some 
of those benefits. 
 I closed my interview with the tutors involved in the research by asking what has 
been their overall experience as a tutor. They stated it helps them with their time; they 
gain a sense of satisfaction; it makes their day and life a lot better; they begin to take 
pride in teaching; and it made them realize there was something else besides construction 
work.  One stated that it built his confidence to a point that he wanted to pursue his 
education further.   One stated the following: 
“…..you get this sense of satisfaction because especially when you teach 
them something and you see that light bulb click, you see them get it and 
they like, oh my.  They’re stunned, and you’re happy for them. Or when 
they pass a test, like ‘I did it.’ It makes you feel good because you made a 
difference in their lives”.   
Some shared that tutoring brought them recognition on the yard as someone who wants to 
help others.  They stated students will remember you for helping, even though they may 
not remember the students who are acknowledging them on the yard for their help. The 
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tutors also stated that they thought peer tutors would be helpful for most program 
domains at Red Rock to include the substance abuse treatment program, the CoreCivic 
reentry program titled “Go Further”, and as peer educators for a variety of self-help and 
instructional-help programs requiring learning.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this action research study on the use of trained peer tutors in 
correctional education was, generally, to increase the knowledge of ‘what works’ in 
regard to programming opportunities for incarcerated offenders.  More specifically, this 
study was designed to determine if any benefit in regard to academic performance, 
attendance, and levels of interest and value of education would be realized by students 
enrolled in adult basic education and GED with the supplemental instruction of trained 
peer tutors.  The potential for beneficial outcomes was based prominently on the 
theoretical framework of social learning theory and self-efficacy by Albert Bandura 
(1971, 1977, 1982), cognitive apprenticeship theory (Collins, Brown, Newman, 1987), 
and to a lesser extent, the adult learning theories of transformative learning (Mezirow, 
1978) and andragogy (Knowles, 1978).  These theories addressed such human behavior 
issues as modeling, motivation, self-confidence, the phases of change, and adult learning 
processes.  The outcomes from this study will be discussed in this chapter relative to the 
context of these theories. 
The content of this chapter will first involve a discussion of the complementarity 
of the quantitative and qualitative data obtained from the mixed methods design of this 
study.  As discussed in previous chapters the need to employ a mixed methods design 
was to expand the breath and range of inquiry (Ivankova, 2015) of this study in an 
attempt to gain a comprehensive understanding of the impact of the intervention.  Next, I 
will discuss the results relative to the extant literature and the theories noted in the above 
paragraph.  I will then discuss the personal lessons learned followed by the research 
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lessons learned.  I will follow those discussions with a discussion on the limitations of 
this research, and then discuss implications of this action research study on practice.  I 
will close the chapter with a discussion of implications for further research, and then a 
conclusion. 
I will format the discussion of the complementary of the quantitative and 
qualitative data based on the three research questions.  I will sequentially discuss the data 
results of the research questions by first discussing the quantitative results followed by 
the integration of the qualitative results. The format for the discussion of the extant 
literature and theoretical framework will be based on the theories. 
Complementarity and Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Data 
In my design of the methodology for this research, I chose an embedded mixed 
method model so that I could enhance the data collected during the study with the intent 
to gain a more robust analysis of the impact and dynamics of the intervention.  Described 
as an effective and inclusive approach to research and widely adopted as the research 
methodology in the fields of social, behavioral, and health sciences (Ivankova, 2015), this 
research model seemed most effective versus just a quantitative or qualitative model. I 
will discuss the three research questions and the mixed methods results sequentially. 
RQ 1:  Are there significant differences in student achievement gains in classes with 
or without trained peer tutors? 
As discussed in chapter four, this study used four sets of randomly-assigned 
groups, which were as follows:  (1) ML with tutors; (2) ML without tutors; (3) GED with 
tutors; and (4) GED without tutors.   Due to the need to keep the education class 
capacities full and the transient nature of the inmate population at Red Rock, new 
89 
 
students were consented and enrolled in the four research classes weekly.  This continued 
throughout the 90-day intervention.  Thus, depending on when they were enrolled during 
the 90-day intervention, the new students were exposed to varying lengths of time to the 
tutors.  As described in chapter four, a decision was made to collect data on all students 
in the research classes during the intervention, but student groups that were enrolled in 
the four research classes at the start of the intervention would be referred to as original 
groups, and all the students added subsequent to the start of the intervention plus the 
original students would be referred to as the collective group.   
To determine the answer to the research question, I examined the means of the 
pre- and post-assessment tests of all the groups using the quantitative tools of descriptive 
statistics and independent t-tests.  The only statistically significant difference in mean 
scores I found was the mean difference between the original ML control post-TABE 
scores and the original treatment post-TABE scores.  I did not find a statistical difference 
in the mean post-test scores between the GED control and treatment classes.  The distinct 
difference between the ML and GED classes, besides their academic functioning levels, 
is that the students in both the control and treatment GED classes all had access to a 
computerized learning program that was set to each student’s skill level. Thus, both 
groups of GED students experienced supplemental instruction through the individualized 
computer program versus the ML students who only had supplemental instruction 
through tutors, and only if they were assigned to the treatment group. Besides academic 
functioning levels this might offer some explanation of why statistical significance was 
found with the use of tutors only with the ML students.  The qualitative data outcomes do 
offer some support for this potential explanation. 
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As a means to provide qualitative data for this research question, I conducted 
audio-recorded paired-interviews with two students from each of the four original 
research classes.  The qualitative data results for the ML treatment students supported the 
quantitative results.  The students assigned to the treatment group provided tutor-based 
themes during their interviews which included, “system of learning”, “ensuring 
understanding,” “tutors as helpful.”  The students explained that the tutors set them in a 
system of learning which included specific tutors taking on select subjects and the 
students would be moved from one small group to another to learn various subjects.  The 
students further offered that because of the five tutors assisting the teacher and aide, one-
to-one or small group instruction with a tutor or the instructor was common to the 
classroom setting. The students shared this was extremely helpful and accelerated their 
learning.  They stated that the tutors would seek them out in class and engage, motivate, 
and support them.  During the tutor focus group, the tutors spoke of their engagement and 
one tutor shared, “You almost feel like a life coach.” Another tutor shared, “I would 
single out students, work with them individually, build the relationship, create confidence 
….I want them confident.”  The treatment students also stated that the tutors made sure 
the students understood the material, and would require the students to demonstrate that 
they understood the material. The students stated that the tutors patiently explained or 
repeated the explanation of concepts.    
A theme from my interviews with both sets of GED students was “computers 
versus tutors.”  The inmates assigned to both GED classes noted that the individualized 
computer program was helpful for their learning.  In fact, when I interviewed the two 
students from the treatment class, one of the students initially noted that of all the 
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instructional materials and assistance available in the classroom, the computer program 
provided the most helpful instructional assistance.  Students from both the control and 
treatment classes shared that they had used the individualized computer program to 
supplement their learning.  Again, this offers some support and explanation for the 
quantitative data outcomes with the post-test mean scores between the treatment and 
control GED groups relative to the lack of a statistically significant difference.  
RQ 2:  Are there significant differences in student attendance in classes with or 
without trained peer tutors? 
To quantitatively measure attendance, I used daily attendance rosters and a 
CoreCivic accountability software program.  To supplement these tools, I also used 
disciplinary violation reports, which staff would use with the students who exhibited 
chronic attendance issues.  I used descriptive analysis to analyze the data. The outcome 
indicated that over the 90-day intervention the ML control students as a group were 
absent 43 more times than the ML treatment students.  This was a 31 percent difference.  
There were six more disciplinary violations in the ML treatment group than the ML 
control group.  This difference was largely based on two inmates in the ML treatment 
group that demonstrated chronic attendance issues and were issued multiple disciplinary 
violations each.  Even if you removed these two from the data, though, the treatment 
group would still have double the amount of disciplinary violations.   
The attendance outcomes for the GED groups were just the opposite from the ML 
groups.  The GED treatment group had 94 more absences than the control group. This 
was a 66 percent difference in attendance during the 90-day intervention.  The GED 
treatment group had 10 disciplinary violations and the control group had three  
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disciplinary violations. 
For this research question, I did not design a qualitative tool to measure data.  
However, as noted in chapter four, to offer a possible explanation for the contrast in 
outcomes, I interviewed the two teachers involved in the research.  They both responded 
that, historically, the afternoon classes (12:30 – 3:30 pm) have always been more of an 
attendance challenge than the morning classes (7:30 – 10:30 am).  This is somewhat 
attributable to the prison operation schedule from noon to 2:00 pm, which involved 
feeding up to 2,000 inmates in the chow hall in an organized and sequential fashion based 
on housing unit assignment, trying to get inmates to program and work assignments, and 
a security shift change at 1:00 pm.  In terms of a comparison of the two program sessions, 
the morning meal normally requires much less time to conduct than the noon meal due to 
significantly less inmates choosing to not eat the morning meal, and there is not a security 
shift change involved. Thus, the explanation by the teachers did provide a plausible 
explanation for the contrast in outcomes.  However, with the dramatic difference in the 
percentage of GED treatment students absent as a compared to the ML control students, it 
seems other variables were probably involved than just the operational schedule.    
RQ 3:  Are there significant differences in student self-reports regarding interest in 
and value of correctional education with or without peer trained tutors? 
To quantitatively measure the variables of interest and value, I created a survey  
instrument with 15 items that was administered as both a pre-and post-instrument.  Six 
items were designed for the construct of interest; six items were designed for the 
construct of value; and three items were designed for demographic data.  The items for 
the two constructs were structured with a 4-point Likert scale.  I used descriptive 
93 
 
statistics for the analysis and utilized an independent t-test on the mean scores for the 
post surveys. 
With the ML students, there were minimal differences in the mean scores between 
the control and treatment groups for the pre-scores for both the interest and value 
constructs at a .09 mean difference for both in favor of the treatment group.  The same 
was basically found for the posts-surveys with a .14 mean difference for interest in favor 
of the treatment group and a .04 mean difference for value, again, in favor of the 
treatment group.  The independent t-test did not indicate a significant difference, of 
course.   
The findings were different for the GED groups.  There were marginal differences 
between the control and treatment groups in the pre-survey scores with mean differences 
of .02 for the construct of interest and .05 in the construct of value, both in favor of the 
control group.  There was a .23 mean score difference in the post-surveys means for the 
construct of interest in favor of the control group.  This difference was not statistically 
significant.  The post-survey results for the construct of value in education revealed a 
mean score difference of .30, again, in favor of the control group.  The independent t-test 
indicated that this was a statistically significant difference in the mean scores at the 
probability of 95 percent with a p value of .03.  Thus, there was a 97 percent chance that 
the mean difference in scores relative to the construct of value in education between the 
control and treatment group were not by chance.  Based on this, I ran an independent t-
test for the pre-survey means for value and did not find a statistically significant 
difference (p=.69).  This significance in the difference of the mean scores for value of 
education between the treatment group and the control group may offer an additional  
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explanation for the dramatic difference in absences between the two groups.    
An interesting finding was that all of the post-survey mean scores for both 
constructs were lower than the pre-scores for both the GED control group and the GED 
treatment group. The control group drops were marginal at -.05 for the construct of 
interest and -.06 for the construct of value.  As previously discussed, the treatment group 
drops involved a decrease in the mean score for the construct of interest of-.26 and a 
decrease in the construct of value of -.31.  These drops in value by the treatment group 
provided some additional insight into the relatively large number of absences by the GED 
treatment group.   The decrease in mean scores for the GED groups is in contrast to the 
mean score differences from the pre-to the post-survey scores of the ML control and 
treatment groups where the differences, with the exception of one with no change 
(control group – interest) were positive. The positive gains were marginal ranging from 0 
to .07, but they were, nonetheless, positive changes.   
The qualitative data for this research question was based on the student interviews 
that I conducted and referenced in my discussion in RQ 1.  The ML students in both the 
control and treatment groups expressed a considerable amount of interest and value in 
education.  A theme from their interviews was “GED…a gateway to trade schools and 
jobs.” These ML students expressed how clearly they understood that education, at least 
at the GED and vocation level, was an important link to success with jobs and a career. 
All four students expressed the importance of the GED as a goal that they want to achieve 
while in prison.  The treatment students expressed how the tutors kept them encouraged, 
engaged, and motivated in education.  This was supported by a statement by one of the 
tutors while in the focus group, “You have to explain why education is important and  
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what doors it will open for them.” 
During the interviews with the ML control students a theme quickly became 
prominent, “great teacher”, due to repeated positive comments about their teacher.  The 
students in the ML control group expressed sentiments regarding the teacher in regard to 
the support she provided.  One of the control students shared the following: “ She is a 
really good teacher.  She makes sure that we understood the work and stuff  we was 
doing and keep you focused and then she more so down to earth like you can actually talk 
to her.  She’s a really good person.”  In terms of the constructs of interest and value, the 
qualitative data for this research question was complementary to the quantitative data for 
the ML students.   
A theme that I developed from my interviews with the GED students regarding 
education was “important, but not for me.”  The students that I interviewed in the GED 
treatment and control groups indicated that they thought a GED was important and that it 
was their goal to achieve this level of education while in prison, but three of the four 
stated that they had no intentions of any further education. In fact, three of the four 
students referenced getting jobs with their family business.  The fourth inmate was highly 
motivated to get his GED, but did not link education with his further plans of opening a 
restaurant.  Two of the inmates spoke of getting their GED for their mother, since their 
mothers were frequently encouraging their progress.   
As the interviewer for this group and the ML students, I did not sense the same 
level of value and purpose of education with the GED students.  In terms of the 
complementarity of the qualitative data with the quantitative data, the GED students 
seemed to lack a connection with life success being enhanced by education, as was 
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strongly expressed by the ML students, indicated a different level of overall value; thus, I 
would suggest that the qualitative data is complementary to the quantitative data.  As a 
note of reference, I did not have the survey results analyzed prior to the interviews or I 
would have explored the drop in scores for interest and value.     
Discussion of Results in Relation to the Extant Literature or Theories 
The format for this discussion will examine each of the theories discussed in  
chapter two in context to this study and the results. I will start with social learning theory 
that has had wide application in a variety of human interactive contexts to include 
education, crime, and juvenile gangs. I will close this section with references and 
connections with past research findings in the literature review of chapter two and of my 
own prior action research cycles. 
Social Learning Theory 
As discussed in chapter two, Bandura’s social learning theory (1971), provided 
the macro-theoretical framework for this study, due to this theory having overlaps into all 
other theories selected as part of the framework for this study.  Bandura expressed that 
learning involves five primary principles: learning is a cognitive process that occurs 
within a social context; learning occurs by observation; modeling is a critical component 
to learning; reinforcement supports learning; and learning is a continuous reciprocal 
interaction.  All five of these principles were involved in the learning process between 
tutors and students.   
In the context of the student and tutor interviews I conducted for this study, most 
of these principles were brought forth by the students and presented as positive aspects of 
the learning process in the treatment classrooms.  Some of the comments referencing  
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these principles include the following:  
 “..he found me, a tutor, and helped me out…I was able to pass;” “They 
would motivate us.  You got this;” “we feed off of each other;” “I would 
watch him and I would learn things;” “…give them a small dose of 
information and let them do it…apply it;” “I am teaching them on the 
board….then one gets it and they start going back and forth.”          
These principles combined with other tutor-assisted factors contributed to the statistically 
significant effective on academic performance with the original ML treatment students.   
The principal of observation was linked by Bandura (1971) to four processes, 
which included attention, retention, motor reproduction, and motivation.  Frequently, in 
the interviews I conducted, the merits of small groups or individual was brought up by 
the students and tutors, which included the ease of gaining and holding the attention of 
students.  Both the small groups and individual instruction were highly praised as a 
helpful learning format. Bandura (1971) also made clear that the functional value of the 
model helps determine the degree of focus and learning.  In the ML treatment class, the 
lack of computer programs created a situation where other than the teacher and aide, 
there were no supplemental instruction aides other than tutors.  Thus, it would seem 
likely that these lower functioning students would see the functional value of tutors (their 
only support other than the teacher) in a higher status than the GED treatment students 
who all had access to their own individualized computer program.  This might offer some 
understanding of the academic benefit of the tutors with ML versus the GED students.  In 
terms of retention, Bandura (1971) stated that frequent and repeated exposure improves 
retention.  Many of the treatment students I interviewed spoke of how the tutors would 
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repeat and breakdown concepts and processes so that students would clearly understand 
them and be able to apply them.   Reproduction or attempts are enhanced and perfected 
through feedback and encouragement (Bandura, 1971).  Both groups of treatment 
students spoke of the helpful nature of the feedback and encouragement of the tutors.  
Motivation is based on the value of the outcome if the modeled behavior is performed 
(Bandura, 1971). Both ML and GED students expressed the importance of passing 
individual exams and ultimately achieving their certificate or GED.  The tutors spoke of 
coaching the students and reminding them of the education goals as a means to provide 
motivation and the students spoke of the tutors motivating them during my interviews.  
Thus, the principles and processes of Bandura’s social learning theory seemed very 
applicable to the use and success of peer tutors and were demonstrated in this study. 
Self-Efficacy Theory 
In 1977, Bandura introduced his self-efficacy theory.  As discussed in chapter 
two, self-efficacy was based on four sources of information:  performance 
accomplishments, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and psychological state. All of 
these sources were utilized in the use of peer tutors in the classroom. The student and 
tutor interviews were rich with statements of these four sources being used by the tutors 
to assist and support the students.  The students repeated stated how the tutors helped 
them understand various subject, particularly math, and as a result they would pass 
exams.  The ML students stated, “They were very helpful to us;” “…once you finish one, 
you pass one of the mandates [test], then you go to a different one and that was very 
helpful.” Bandura shared that the more similar the model is to the observer witnessing the 
successful performance of the model, the greater the expectation of success. This 
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similarity of inmate to inmate or ‘orange to orange’ (inmate are issued orange clothing 
and often reference themselves as ‘in orange’) has often been talked about by students, 
tutors, and teachers. Tutors frequently utilized verbal persuasion, which has been 
referenced already.  One of the tutors during the focus group noted the following 
regarding psychological state, “They might have a bad phone call….or their mom cut 
them off from money….it could be that simple and then its over…it goes back to 
just…tutors, we have to coach.”    
Bandura’s self-efficacy theory in terms of the four sources of observation seems 
particularly applicable to the use of peer tutors with this study and explained some of the 
success and positive statement by the students.  What was not supported with this theory 
was Bandura (1982) report that an increase in performance and self-efficacy in a task area 
promoted an increase in interest and value in that task area.  This was not experienced in 
this study, but perhaps there was not enough of an increase in self-efficacy or it was not 
sustained long enough to prompt a noticeable increase in interest and value.  
Cognitive Apprenticeship Theory 
Collins, Brown, and Newman (1987) developed this theory based on their belief 
that the most natural method of learning, apprenticeship, can be applied to reading, 
writing, and math.  They stated that individuals learn from each other through six 
methods of learning:  modeling, coaching, scaffolding, articulation, reflection, and 
exploration.  These methods align with the social learning and self-efficacy theories by 
Bandura (1977).   The first three are the core for this process of learning.  These three 
methods are also found in the instruction techniques addressed in the book Guided 
Instruction (Fisher & Frey, 2010), which served as the basis for the supplemental lesson  
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plan in the tutor training.   
These techniques were spoken of during the interviews with the tutors and 
students.   As noted in chapter four, the tutors like to use small groups for instruction so 
that the students can scaffold other during their learning process.  The tutors shared that 
they had been using these techniques in their instruction for quite some time, but had not 
referenced the techniques in those terms.  They shared that the small group setting and 
the interactive process with the students was one of the most effective teaching 
techniques that they used.  The students shared that the small group instruction was very 
helpful.  Thus, the core cognitive apprenticeship methods were supported through 
qualitative data in the study as effective methods of teaching.     
Transformative Learning Theory 
Jack Mezrow introduced the transformative learning theory in 1978 believing that 
people go through 10 phases during the transformation learning process with the first 
phase being a disorienting event or dilemma.  He described this learning process as a 
cognitive-based self-reflection that occurs within a social context.  He stressed the need 
for a supportive environment so the individual would be enabled to develop self-efficacy 
and take the necessary action to affect their transformation.  
Qualitative data gathered with the pre- and post-survey tool consisted of an open-
ended question regarding a general question asking students to describe their high school 
experiences.  Eighty-three students responded on the pre-survey for a 56% return and 104 
responded on the post-survey for a 71% percent return.  Many of the responses fell with 
themes indicating a low level of value for education based on their described actions and 
included “It was a party,” “dropped out or kicked out,” “never went.”  This is in contrast 
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to the overwhelming opinion expressed by the students regarding their responses to the 
six items on the construct of value of education, which involved mean values ranging 
from 3.0 to 3.31 (post-surveys) on a 4-point Likert scale with 4 being Strongly Agree that 
correctional education has value.   
The value this theory brought to my intervention design was that incarceration 
certainly is a disorienting event.  To facilitate a potential transformation that some of the 
students may be involved in, I wanted the classroom environments to be supportive and 
the tutors to model competency and to engage and encourage the students in their 
academic endeavors. What I found during my qualitative interviews was that every 
student interviewed felt supported, regardless of their assignment to a control or 
treatment group.  Those in the treatment group spoke of the tutors being very helpful, 
responsive, engaging, encouraging, and motivating. One of the four students in the 
control group (GED) stated he felt supported, but was limited in that support due to 
having to share access to the teacher and aide. Thus, the qualitative data suggests that the 
environment for transformational learning was established and the tutors provided 
additional access to assist, support, and encouragement. 
Andragogy 
Malcom Knowles (1980) argued that adults require different instructional 
methods than children.  Borrowing on Europe’s changes in the instruction of adult 
learners, Knowles described a learning environment necessary for adult learners that 
involved acceptance, respect, and support.  He suggested the classrooms be set up in 
small groups and the students should feel free to express themselves.  He also described 
the need for a mutual process of ownership and commitment to learning.  
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The qualitative interviews of the students and tutors indicated that the tutors had 
established a system of instruction involving various subjects being taught 
simultaneously in small group settings in the classroom.  The tutors specialized in select 
subjects and taught students in the small groups.  The students could move from group to 
group to learn different subjects and prepare for sufficient competency to pass the exams.  
Additionally, some tutors would identify students that needed individual help and would 
pull the student to the side and provide such instruction.  The students described this type 
of instruction as very helpful to them.   The tutors also shared during their focus group 
that the small group and individual engagement was an effective way to instruct the adult 
students.  As shared in chapter four, the difference in the mean post-TABE scores 
between the original ML control and treatment classes were statistically significant.  
Based on the qualitative interviews and the academic performance results for the ML 
treatment group, it seemed that the andragogic approach to adult learning was beneficial 
for this group. 
Prior Research 
Chi et al. (2001) conducted research on the effectiveness of tutors and found that 
the interactive exchange with tutors was motivating for students and seemed to transfer 
their knowledge better.  Chi et al. (2004) reexamined the research from their 2001 study 
and found that effectiveness of the tutors with constructing knowledge with students 
involved the use of prompts and the interactive process.  Chi et al. (2008) again examined 
the use of tutor effectiveness and found the use of scaffolding by tutors in the course of 
the interactive process with students was effective.   During my interviews with the 
tutors, they shared that instruction with small groups of inmates was very effective 
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because of the interactive and scaffolding process. The inmates also shared the small 
group instruction and support and guidance from the tutors was very helpful for their 
learning process. 
Vygotsky (1978) described the zone of proximal development (ZPD) in learners 
and how effective scaffolding and prompting can be at that point.  Dennen and Burner 
(2007) and Hadwin and Oshige (2011) also discuss the effectiveness of scaffolding at the 
ZPD.  The tutors shared the effectiveness of this technique during my focus group with 
them.  In chapter four, I quoted one tutor who specifically referenced frequently using 
this technique when the students he is working with seem to stall in their learning.     
Tewksbury and Stengel (2006) conducted a survey of inmates at the Kentucky 
State Reformatory in 2004 of 281 inmates enrolled in correctional education programs 
regarding the perceived usefulness and helpfulness of peer tutors.  On a scale of 0 to 10, 
with 10 being extremely useful, the mean score of the respondents was 8.4.  The students 
I interviewed in the treatment classes all stated that they found the tutors very helpful and 
supportive with their learning process and cited examples of the support and help. 
CoreCivic requires a program survey be conducted every year with the inmate 
population.  The idea is to randomly solicit feedback from the inmate population 
regarding the interest, impact, and effectiveness of each program domain.   On 2/28/17, a 
program survey involving six constructs and 27 items was provided to 200 (10% percent 
of the population) randomly selected inmates.  One hundred and fifty-five surveys were 
returned.  Ninety-eight percent of the respondents thought the use of tutors in the 
classrooms and housing units are/would be helpful for learning. On 12/18/18, a program 
survey involving eight constructs and 37 items were provided to 200 randomly selected 
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inmates.  All 200 surveys were returned.  Ninety-seven percent of the respondents 
thought the use of tutors in the classroom and housing units are/would be helpful for 
learning.  In my interviews with the students assigned to the research treatment classes, I 
consistently was told that the students thought the tutors were very helpful and 
supportive.  They spoke of how the tutors accelerated their learning.  The tutors also 
shared during my focus group with them that they felt like they provided a considerable 
amount of assistance and support to the students.  They gave examples of how inmates 
would approach them months after completing an education program and thank them for 
their help.   
My prior action research with this problem of practice involved conducting 
interviews and administering surveys to correctional educators.  All of the educators 
involved in my prior research strongly supported the use of trained peer tutors. They 
explained that the tutors are well received by the students since they do not represent 
authority figures; tutors can be flexible with lesson plans; they create relevance to the 
material and education classes; and tutors can be available after-hours.  The tutors that 
were involved in the focus group I conducted also shared the same thoughts and 
examples of why they are of value and support to the students.  Again, the students who 
were assigned to the treatment groups spoke highly of the value and support of the tutors. 
They shared the engagement, encouragement, patience, motivation, and willingness to 
break subject material down to the simplest levels so that it was easy to understand.   
Personal Lessons Learned 
The most prominent lesson I learned from this study was the need to contain my 
passion and enthusiasm for wanting to study what works.  I need to acknowledge my full-
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time and demanding position as the assistant warden of a 2,000 bed correctional facility, 
and the next time I conduct research, to realistically establish the scope, range, and 
workload of the study in relation to my work demands.  I have learned why the cyclic 
nature of action research is so relevant to administrators in the field.  I will in the future 
better plan and strategize the steps and cycles of my research in addressing problems of 
practice with the understanding that not all variables need to be studied at one time, but 
instead addressed through the cyclic nature of action research.        
I have grown as a researcher through this experience.  I have a much better 
understanding of research planning, steps or phases of the research implementation, data 
collection, data analysis, and the tools for data analysis.  I feel much more confident in 
envisioning myself conducting further research.  I also better understand the research data 
that I read in the peer review journals that I subscribe to.   I also have a more meaningful 
respect for data and what it means for policy and practice.  Finally, I have a much better 
understanding of the challenges of doing research in the correctional environment and 
why there is not a plethora of current research data in this current stage of corrections 
with the quest to find ‘what works.’ 
Lesson Learned 
Consenting the inmates was more of a challenge than I anticipated.  I believe my 
position may have had some influence on this issue. Authority figures, particularly, law 
enforcement and correctional authority figures are perceived in a manner that for some 
inmates creates suspicion. Having the assistant warden abruptly walk into four education 
classes with newly assigned inmates and talk to them briefly and then advise them that if 
they want to participate they need to sign a consent form, caused many of the students to 
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pause rather than act. I also had not anticipated students wanting to take the consent form 
back to their housing unit to share with other inmates to determine what they thought. In 
retrospect, what I should have done was announce the study ahead of time, shared what 
the study would entail in terms of the students, and advise them what would be done with 
the data in terms of reporting and what confidentiality measures would be taken.  Much 
like is done with seeking volunteers for health and other studies in the community 
through advisements and media announcements, I could have done an advisement 
through inmate bulletin boards and CCTV.  With this approach the newly assigned 
students would already have an idea of what was occurring, and if they wanted to 
participate.  
I quickly found it necessary to use the help of a couple of staff (administrative 
clerk and a teacher) who offered assistance along with two other peer tutors to collect and 
organize the volumes of data that starting coming in the first week. Their help was 
invaluable based on my workload and dynamic work priorities.  The student 
receptiveness to their assistance was noticeable and immediate.       
Three research questions with four research groups was too ambitious of a study, 
particularly for a first time researcher conducting a mixed methods study solo. I believe 
the attendance variable and research question would have better been positioned as an 
independent study.  There are several factors that impact attendance, which drives the 
need for a separate study.  This could be a next cycle action research study using a mixed 
methods model. The data gained from such a study is certainly needed and could be 
utilized to better inform necessary action steps. 
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Limitations 
This study was conducted in the environmental context of the Red Rock 
Correctional Center with medium custody inmates committed to the Arizona Department 
of Corrections. It involved only two teachers and six tutors as instructors.  Partly due to 
the highly transitory population of Red Rock and partly due to program completions, the 
classroom environment for all four classes involved the constant weekly flow of students 
leaving and new students arriving every Monday.  As stated in a prior chapter, the sample 
group of 80 grew to 147 by the end of the 90-day intervention.  This, of course, impacted 
the dynamics of the four classrooms. The tutors all had prior experience as tutors, and 
they all participated in the 27-hour Red Rock Tutor Training Program. The curriculum 
for the tutor training was developed locally and has not been standardized for the use by 
other facilities. The unique nature of these factors may impact replication of the results in 
other prison education settings.   
The other impactful factor is that education enrollment in ADC is solely through 
mandating.  This is not a standard in all department of corrections. Having all volunteers 
or a mix of volunteers and mandated students could impact the receptiveness of the 
inmates to education instruction.  Please recall that the tutors shared during the focus 
groups that they have to strike a balance as a life coach and instructor due to the attitude 
of some inmates when they first come to class.  This takes away from valuable class 
instruction time.  Thus, this factor may have created a unique set of circumstances that 
would not be experienced in all other correctional settings.  
Another issue is that the ML standard is a state law.  The GED is not.  There are 
different statute and policy-driven incentives for each.  The teachers involved in the  
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research advised me that the inmates in ADC are aware that ML is an absolute 
requirement and the inmate belief system is that every inmate when assigned needs to get 
their ML certificate. The GED goal is more personal in nature and does not carry all the 
external incentives and disincentives that the ML certificate does.  This issue may have 
influenced the results of this study. 
The common thread demonstrated by the results of this study and has been 
demonstrated in other studies shared in the literature review of this dissertation, is that the 
majority of inmates involved in educational programs attest to the help, support, and 
value they derive from peer tutors.  Based on the commentary gained through qualitative 
processes, it is easily understood why tutors are viewed in such a manner.  This study and 
the history of such studies suggest that this will be a repeat finding in future studies of 
this nature. 
Implications for Practice 
The academic performance results indicate a focus of assigning four to five 
experienced and trained tutors to each of the ML classrooms may be beneficial for 
student performance.  While still assigning tutors to the GED classrooms, the results 
suggest that the resource priority may exist in the ML classes.  Our goal at Red Rock will 
be to maintain sufficient numbers of trained peer tutors so that there are four to five in 
each ML and GED classroom.   
The results also indicate that setting up both the ML and GED classrooms in small 
groups versus large classrooms should be the norm.  We also need to have our education 
staff to include teachers, the instructor supervisor, and principal examine the system of 
instruction set up by the teacher and tutors in the research classroom in which each tutor 
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specialized in teaching a select subject and each did so in a small group. Thus, the 
classroom would be structured such that there are a few small groups of students with 
each working with a tutor and each group being taught a different subject.  This may be a 
very functional and efficient way of instructing both ML and GED.   The students and 
tutors in the study seemed to think it was effective for them. 
Implications for the Next Cycle of Action Research 
The results indicate that the problem of practice regarding attendance needs to be 
examined and explored.  The raw number of absences for a couple of the groups relative 
to the other two contrasted considerably.  For both teachers to immediately suggest that 
afternoon classes were historically challenges compared to the morning classes indicates 
a few possible variables may be creating the situation beyond student interest and 
commitment.  A mixed methods approach with a design that involves interviews of 
security staff, teachers, and students would seem to be beneficial.  Observations of inmate 
movement would also be required to gain a full perspective.  Retention and continuity of 
instruction for the students is important for academic performance and accomplishments; 
thus, the data from such study would be beneficial and address the strategic initiative of 
both CoreCivic and ADC.  
In terms of the results to research question number three, I think a deeper and 
more robust approach is needed.  Migrating the focus of the question from interest and 
value in education to what works in correctional programming and transformations and 
why would be an exciting prospect.  Establishing a research question in regard to what 
and why sustained transformations occur with certain individuals within the theoretical 
framework of social learning theory would be a very interesting study.    There are five to 
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seven peer mentors/tutors at Red Rock that will likely be there for a couple more years.  
These inmates have each made substantial changes in their behavior and attitude and each 
now want to help others.  I would like to do a case study with five of these inmates.  The 
design model would again be a mixed methods approach with a series of in-depth 
individual interviews supplemented with some quantitative data based on personal and 
institutional histories.  I believe the data and narrative from such a case study would be 
very informative and interesting to criminal justice practitioners and students. 
Conclusion 
Corrections is a forgotten and seldom-thought-about component of criminal 
justice.  It is never the most popular area of study in the schools of criminal justice.  
Students who focus on corrections never get remarks of envy from other students when 
correctional internships or positions of employment open for them.  Citizens rarely 
engage in conversations of best correctional treatment practices or best correctional 
philosophies when discussing social problems.  If the topic of the incarcerated is brought 
up by citizens, it usually is to describe what draconian approach should be applied to 
teach them or punish them.  Those that work in corrections, uniform or not, do not 
usually share or announce our employment openly.  Yet, we default to corrections….a 
lot.  Based on the incarceration rate in the United States compared to the rest of the 
civilized world, we commit individuals to jails and prisons seemingly as a default 
reaction to those who display symptoms of the deep and enduring social problems that we 
have failed to address for years.   This, along with the repeated belief in the fallacy of 
deterrence, has created a significant and costly approach to crime in the United States that 
unfortunately keeps recycling.  This cost factor is not only in terms of taxpayer monies, 
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but, more importantly, human capital with impact on those incarcerated and those who 
are dependent on the incarcerated.     
I advocate that we need to stop ignoring the impact of incarceration and with 
genuine or a renewed passion, examine ways to better prepare those incarcerated for 
successful reentry.  There are a lot of unanswered questions in terms of what works and 
why.  We have a lot of practitioners in the field of corrections interested in witnessing 
and assisting in success stories. We also have a lot of graduate students in criminal 
justice, social work, psychology, sociology, and even biology looking for topic areas for 
research that is relevant and socially responsive.  I suggest the two groups engage and 
find ways to work with each other for resolutions to our reentry dilemma.   
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Background Information  
The Red Rock Correctional Center is a medium security male prison that has 
been owned by the CoreCivic Corporation since 2006. It currently provides correctional 
services to approximately 2,000 Arizona Department of Corrections Inmates. It is 
located in Eloy, Arizona. Inmates are given the opportunity to select if they will 
participate in an educational program or gain employment on the premises. John 
Thynne, Principal, requested an educational review of the prison educational programs 
at Red Rock Correctional Center. As a result, this evaluator completed a day long site 
tour on October 27, 2017 of the educational facilities and programs offered to inmates. 
In addition to touring the center, was able to interview staff, teachers, and inmate 
students. The Red Rock Correctional Center currently offers educational and vocational 
training programs to prisoners. The programs available include: Fundamental Literacy, 
GED(General Education Development), Master Gardener Program, Electrical, 
Construction, Microsoft Office Certification, and Rio Salado College Incarcerated Re-
Entry Distance Learning (IRE –DL) Certificate or Degree program offerings. The center 
also houses two functioning libraries with books that have been either donated or 
purchased by the center. Core Civic facilities are using the Go Further Life is Worth the 
Journey educational and training services model to reduce recidivism and support 
inmate reentry.   
Educators  
• Administrators:  Mr. Thynne and Mr. Delfin  
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• Academic Instructors Ms Davis, Mr. Coalson, Mr. Seglem, Mr. Hoffman,   
 
• Ms. McCullough,   
• Horticulture Program: Mr. Wrixon   
• Carpentry: Mr. Ochoa   
• Electrical: Ms. Stephens  
• Microsoft Office 2013: Mr. Costello    
Adult Basic Education and Literacy Programs  
Red Rock offers two levels of adult basic education (ABE). They are 
Fundamental Literacy where all inmates are required by law to demonstrate by TABE 
assessment that they function academically at the 8th grade or higher level in Reading, 
Language and Math. They are placed in the Fundamental Literacy Class until they meet 
this requirement.   
Students who do not have a High School Diploma or a GED are placed from a 
Priority Ranking List in the GED Preparation Class. When a student demonstrates a high 
probability of passing a GED Subtest subject by scoring a 160 or better on the 
computerized GED Subject practice test and with the instructor approval they are allowed 
to take a GED test. GED testing is offered multiple times monthly.   
As of October 2017 the center exceeded goal to award 50 GED a year and 63 
GED's were earned during the year. Upon completion graduation ceremonies are held. 
Each graduate is provided a cap and gown and certificate. Family and guests on the 
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approved visitor list may attend the graduation ceremony. After the inmate student 
achieves the HSE or GED, Rio Salado College works with the Red Rock facility to enroll 
recent graduates into college courses. Courses are paid for by the inmate student, or 
advocate and the student may also participate in the IREDL scholarship program. In all 
classrooms and thought the facility there was enthusiasm and positivity towards learning. 
The GED classrooms were colorful with posters, maps related and conducive to a positive 
learning environment.  
Vocational Educational Programs   
Master Gardeners Certification Program  
The Master Gardener program certification is a vocational program offered 
through the University of Arizona Extension office. The Red Rock Correctional Center 
offers classroom and hands on training to assist students in successful completion of each 
of the nineteen (19) units taught toward certification. The center also houses a functioning 
greenhouse maintained by the students.   
The program also requires students to work individually and in cooperative 
groups on projects such as landscape design plans, art poster projects of areas studied by 
students, and the creation of a business plan. This facility was very well maintained and 
impressive. Students were working in cooperative groups and were cordial and respectful 
toward each other and excited to share their accomplishments. In addition, students have 
beautifully landscaped area around the greenhouse as well as other locations on the prison 
grounds. In addition to native plants, students grow herbs and other vegetables.   
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Electrical, Construction, and Microsoft Office Certification  
The vocational classrooms and settings had appropriate tools and supplies to 
allow students to practice construction or electrical work. The Carpentry students build a 
¾ scale house from the foundation to the roof meeting all construction requirements. The 
Electrical students do wiring and install's electrical fixtures in a 5 room module house. 
Impressive were the extra projects such as elaborate doll houses, desks or other artwork 
created by inmate students. The small pieces of wood used to create the doll house is 
from 2x4 pieces of wood that inmate students saw to smaller and smaller pieces. There 
was a sufficient amount of 2x4 pieces of wood for the inmate students to practice hands 
on building.  The tool room has double locking doors and the tools re marked with an 
outline of all the tools that are used in the classroom.    
Red Rock also partners with Arizona Corrections Industry (ACI) and the Arizona 
Home Builders Association in building wall sections for home construction. The 
vocational program goal was 160 completions and 179 were achieved in 2017.   
Rio Salado College Incarcerated Re-Entry Distance Learning Program   
The Rio Salado College Incarcerated Re-Entry Distance Learning (IRE-DL) 
Program is not based on the Arizona Department of Corrections priority ranking 
education program. Rio Salado College is an accredited college providing incarcerated 
students an opportunity to achieve a Rio Salado College Certificate of Completion or 
Associate Degree prior to release. The goal of the program is to help prepare the inmate 
for work upon release. The program focuses students on program of study that can be 
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completed prior to release based on funding sources and academic history. Students self-
select to participate in the IRE-DL.  Inmate students can pay or apply for scholarship 
funds to attend Rio Salado College.  The educators utilize Peer Tutoring to help support 
the GED and Rio Salado College Distance Learning Programs.    
Rio Salado College Educational Program Contribution in the 2016 and 2017 
Academic year, Fall Spring and Summer Semester – Scholarship and Student 
contribution to educational programing provided below.   
Scholarship:   
• 205 credits x $86 = $17,630 Tuition   
• 80 classes x $30  = $2,400 Fees   
• 80 x $80 = $6,400 Textbook   
• $26,430 contributed by Rio Salado College towards Red Rock Educational  
Programing   
Student:  
• 55 credits x $86 = $4,730 Tuition   
• 21 classes x $30  = $630 Fees   
• 21 x $80 = $1,680 Textbook   
• $7,040 contributed by students towards Red Rock Educational Programing   
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The Rio Salado College Incarcerated Re-Entry Distance Learning Program purpose is to 
help develop prosocial attitudes and prepare inmates students for the workplace.  Inmate 
students who self-contribute to their education are preparing themselves for participation 
in the general population because they are practicing this skill while they are 
incarcerated.     
Peer Tutoring Program  
There are about four tutors per classroom. The educators developed an extensive 
tutor training program to prepare the inmate student for role as Peer Tutor. Topics such as 
learning styles and methods of education are included in the training. These tutors were 
enthusiastic and very positive about the programs which benefitted them at the center. 
Some tutors had achieved their GED diplomas at the center, some arrived at the facility 
with post-secondary education and some were participating in the Rio Salado College 
Distance Learning Program.   
Each tutor applied through the job coordinator at the center. Once accepted for 
employment as a tutor, each inmate goes through an eighteen hour training program. 
Tutoring jobs last for two years. The philosophy around peer mentor tutors is that when 
an inmate student help someone it helps themselves as well. In addition this role develops 
prosocial attitudes and prepares the inmate for work when they reenter into the general 
population.  Mr. Thynne discussed how tutors and education can help inmate students 
transcend prison politics or racial tensions. The tutors are generally respected and held by 
most students as role models.  
Curriculum, Instructional Delivery and Staffing  
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The curriculum offered for the ABE courses was taken directly from the GED 
practice books published by McGraw Hill Education. Students are also able to take 
computerized practice tests. The aim score for the practice test prior to taking the GED 
test is 165. The Master Gardener Certification course used the approved curriculum 
binder published by the University of Arizona  
Extended University Master Gardeners Program. It is a comprehensive nineteen module 
resource covering all aspects of becoming a Master Gardener. Additionally, the program 
has shelves of plant resources collected by the teacher to supplement the nineteen units. 
The carpentry and electrical educational program awards completion certificates from 
National Center for Construction education and Research (NCCER).  
Instructional Delivery  
Instruction is delivered in multiple manners. The ones observed included hands-
on (Master Gardener, Electrical and Construction) and direct instruction GED. Students 
participating the Rio Salado College Distance Learning Program utilize self-study.  In 
addition, inmates who are not eligible to participate in programs due to discipline level 
have access to the library and may have lessons or books brought in to them.  
Staffing  
The Academic courses have ten instructors and four vocational instructors. The 
distance learning program does not need an instructor because it is a correspondence 
course. In addition there is a Principal, Librarian, Instructor Supervisor, and Correctional 
Officer assigned to the educational facility.  
Recommendations  
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The following recommendations resulting from this educational review:  
Continue with the Peer Mentor Program.  
1. Continue partnership with Rio Salado College Distance Learning Program (RSC 
IRE DL).  
 
2. Create partnerships with Central Arizona College (CAC) to offer CIS105 since 
there are computers at the Red Rock facility.   
3. Look for ways to merge and leverage RSC IRE DL with the Core Civic Go 
Further Life is Worth the Journey 
Conclusion 
The programs offered at Red Rock Correctional Center afford inmates the 
opportunity to pursue educational achievements they may not have otherwise been 
exposed.  The GED graduation rate is an outstanding achievement for not only the 
students, but for the communities in which they return. Core Civic reentry program, Go 
Further Life is Worth the Journey is a new program to provide inmates with the life 
skills to reintegrate into society. Finally, the tutoring program is excellent and should be 
replicated throughout prison systems. The programs and educational services offered at 
the Red Rock Correctional Center are more than adequate. It was a great honor and 
pleasure to tour these programs and conduct this evaluation. The staff and students were 
friendly and informative. It is clear they are committed to success and their principal, 
Mr. Thynne, is very positive and helpful to staff and students.  
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Informed Consent—Student 
 
Title of Research Study:  The Impact of Trained Peer Tutors on Students’ Academic 
Performance in a Correctional Environment     
 
Researcher:  The principal investigator is Dr. Elizabeth Gee and the co-principal 
investigator is Greg Fizer.  
 
Why am I being invited to take part in a research study?  
You are invited to take part in this research study because you are assigned to 
either afunctional literacy or a GED class that was selected to be a part of the 
study. 
 
Why is this research being done? 
This research is being done to evaluate the effectiveness of the use of trained 
tutors with adult learners in a correctional setting in terms of academic 
performance, interest in education classes, perceived value of education, and 
attendance. 
 
How long will the research last? 
 The research study will cover a 90-day period.  The treatment groups and controls 
groups will each meet for the standard three-hour block of classroom instruction 
that is now the policy-driven norm throughout ADC. The research time 
commitment will also involve any after-hours instruction with tutors as directed 
by the instructor.   
 
How many students will be studied? 
 The research will involve a total of 80 students. 
 
What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 
 You are free to decide if you want to participate in this study.  If you agree to 
participate, you will be asked to take a pre- and post-academic assessment test and 
also complete a pre- and post-survey.  The academic assessments will take 1.5 to 
2 hours to complete and the survey will require approximately 10 minutes to 
complete. You may also be asked to participate in an interview at the end of the 
study.  The interview will consist of a set of core questions from which additional 
questions may be asked.  The core questions will be based on the topics of 
instructional methods, support in the learning process, self-efficacy (self-
confidence), and value of education.  This interview will require approximately 
20 minutes to complete. We are also asking your permission to record the 
interview. Only the research team will have access to the recordings. The 
recordings will be deleted immediately after being transcribed and any published 
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quotes will not include names or ADC numbers. To protect your identity, please 
refrain from using names or other identifying information during the interview. 
Let me know if, at any time, you do not want to be recorded and I will stop. If you 
choose to participate, your identity will remain confidential.   
 
What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 
 You may leave the research at any time and it will not be held against you. 
 
Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 
 There are not any anticipated risks or potential harm from your participation in 
this study.   
 
Will being in this study help me in any way? 
 This researcher cannot promise any benefits to you directly from participating in 
this  
study.  However, the research may generate information that may benefit the 
instruction of students in correctional settings following the review of the study. 
Taking part in this research study will not improve your housing or correctional 
program assignments. Your taking part in this research study will not improve 
your chance of parole or release. 
 
What happens to the information collected for the research? 
 The results of the study may be used in reports, presentations or publications but 
your identity will remain absolutely confidential.     
 
Who can I write to? 
This research has been reviewed and approved by the Social Behavioral IRB at 
Arizona State University. You may write to them or Dr. Elizabeth Gee at the 
below addresses if:   
• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the 
researcher. 
• You cannot reach the researcher. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the researcher. 
• You have questions about your rights as a research participant. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research 
 
 
Office of Research Integrity and 
Assurance 
ASU Centerpoint 
660 South Mill Avenue, Suite 
Dr. Elizabeth Gee 
Mary Lou Fulton Teachers 
College 
Arizona State University  
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312 
Mail Code: 6111 
Tempe, AZ 85281-6111 
PO Box 870302  
Tempe AZ 85287-0302 
 
 
 
Signature Blocks for Capable Adult 
 
Your signature documents your permission to take part in the pre- and post-
exams and surveys. 
  
Signature of participant Date 
 
 
Printed name of participant 
  
Signature of person obtaining consent Date 
 
Printed name of person obtaining consent  
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Informed Consent—Tutor 
 
Title of Research Study:  The Impact of Trained Peer Tutors on Students’ Academic 
Performance in a Correctional Environment     
 
Researcher:  The principal investigator is Dr. Elizabeth Gee and the co-principal 
investigator is Greg Fizer.  
 
Why am I being invited to take part in a research study?   
 You are invited to take part in this research study because you are assigned as a 
tutor to either a functional literacy or a GED class that was selected to be a part of 
the study. 
 
Why is this research being done? 
 This research is being done to evaluate the effectiveness of the use of trained 
tutors with adult learners in a correctional setting in terms of academic 
performance, interest in education classes, perceived value of education, and 
attendance. 
 
How long will the research last? 
 The research study will cover a 90-day period.  The treatment groups and controls 
groups will each meet for the standard three-hour block of classroom instruction 
that is now the policy-driven norm throughout ADC. The research time 
commitment will also involve any after-hours instruction with tutors as directed 
by the instructor.   
 
How many students will be studied? 
 The research will involve a total of 80 students. 
 
What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 
 You are free to decide if you want to participate in this study.  If you agree to 
participate, you will be asked to conduct your tutoring services in accordance with 
the direction of your teacher. You also will be required to monitor your time 
involved in tutoring services with respective students after-hours. You may also 
be asked to participate in a focus group interview.  The focus group interview will 
be based on core questions from which other questions may be asked.  These core 
questions will involve the constructs of instructional methods, perceived student 
engagement, and overall experience as a tutor. The focus group discussion will 
require approximately 45 minutes to complete. We are also asking your 
permission to audio-record the interview. Only the research team will have access 
to the recordings. The recordings will be deleted immediately after being 
transcribed and any published quotes will be anonymous. To protect your identity, 
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please refrain from using names or other identifying information during the 
interview. Let me know if, at any time, you do not want to be recorded and I will 
stop. If you choose to participate, your identity will remain confidential.   
 
What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 
 You may leave the research at any time and it will not be held against you. 
 
Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 
 There are not any anticipated risks or potential harm from your participation in 
this study.   
 
Will being in this study help me in any way? 
 This researcher cannot promise any benefits to you directly from participating in 
this  
study.  However, the research may generate information that may benefit the 
instruction of students in correctional settings following the review of the study. 
Taking part in this research study will not improve your housing or correctional 
program assignments. Your taking part in this research study will not improve 
your chance of parole or release. 
 
What happens to the information collected for the research? 
 The results of the study may be used in reports, presentations or publications but 
your identity will remain absolutely confidential.     
 
Who can I write to? 
This research has been reviewed and approved by the Social Behavioral IRB at 
Arizona State University. You may write to them or Dr. Elizabeth Gee at the 
below addresses if:   
• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the 
researcher. 
• You cannot reach the researcher. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the researcher. 
• You have questions about your rights as a research participant. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research 
 
 
134 
 
Office of Research Integrity 
and Assurance 
ASU Centerpoint 
660 South Mill Avenue, Suite 
312 
Mail Code: 6111 
Tempe, AZ 85281-6111 
Dr. Elizabeth Gee 
Mary Lou Fulton Teachers 
College 
Arizona State University  
PO Box 870302  
Tempe AZ 85287-0302 
 
Signature Block for Capable Adult 
 
Your signature documents your permission to take part in tutoring services 
as part of this research. 
  
Signature of participant Date 
 
 
Printed name of participant 
  
Signature of person obtaining consent Date 
 
Printed name of person obtaining consent  
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Informed Consent—Teacher 
 
Title of Research Study:  The Impact of Trained Peer Tutors on Students’ Academic  
Performance in a Correctional Environment     
 
Researcher:  The principal investigator is Dr. Elizabeth Gee and the co-principal 
investigator is Greg Fizer.  
 
Why am I being invited to take part in a research study?   
 You are invited to take part in this research study because you are one of two 
teachers instructing a functional literacy and a GED class that were selected to be 
a part of the study. 
 
Why is this research being done? 
 This research is being done to evaluate the effectiveness of the use of trained 
tutors with adult learners in a correctional setting in terms of academic 
performance, attendance, and perceived value of education. 
 
How long will the research last? 
 The research study will cover a 90-day period.  The treatment groups and controls 
groups will each meet for the standard three-hour block of classroom instruction 
that is now the policy-driven norm throughout ADC. The research time 
commitment will also involve any after-hours instruction with tutors as directed 
by the instructor.   
 
How many students will be studied? 
 The research will involve a total of 80 students. 
 
What happens if I say yes, I want to be in this research? 
 You are free to decide if you want to participate in this study.  If you agree to 
participate, you will be asked to instruct students to prepare them for taking either 
their mandatory literacy exam or their GED.  If you are assigned to a class with 
tutors, you will be asked to assign tutors to work with students based on their 
needs as identified in their individual education plan.  Since tutor service is 
administered in this fashion now, no additional time commitment is expected with 
this duty.  A pre- and post-academic assessment and survey will be administered 
to the students involved in the research.  The instructor supervisor will administer 
the assessments and the Co-PI will administer the surveys.  Thus, these elements 
of the research will not require a time commitment from you.  Additionally, a 
small number of random interviews of the students and a focus group of five 
tutors will be conducted by the Co-PI.  These interviews will not require a time 
commitment from you. 
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What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later? 
 You may leave the research at any time and it will not be held against you. 
 
Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me? 
 There are not any anticipated risks or potential harm from your participation in 
this study.   
 
Will being in this study help me in any way? 
 This researcher cannot promise any benefits to you directly from participating in 
this study.  However, the research may generate information that may benefit the 
instruction of students in correctional settings following the review of the study. 
  
 
What happens to the information collected for the research? 
 Efforts will be made to limit the use and disclosure of your personal information, 
including research study records, to people who have a need to review this 
information.  This researcher cannot promise complete secrecy.  The results of the 
study may be used in reports, presentations or publications but your name will not 
be used. 
 
Who can I write to? 
This research has been reviewed and approved by the Social Behavioral IRB. You 
may email the board at research.integrity@asu.edu or email Dr. Elizabeth Gee at 
Elizabeth.Gee@asu.edu if:   
• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the 
researcher. 
• You cannot reach the researcher. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the researcher. 
• You have questions about your rights as a research participant. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research 
 
 
 
_________________________________                      _______________ 
Signature                                                                         Date 
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Lesson Plan - Guided Instruction 
Summary 
This lesson plan is designed to provide instruction to trained peer tutors on the elements 
of guided instruction and principles of andragogy. This lesson plan is supplemental to the 
instruction provided to trained peer tutors in the Tutor Training Program. Guided 
instruction is a teaching/tutoring model of instruction that utilizes scaffolding techniques 
at the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) of the learner in a collaborative, interactive, 
iterative process between the learner and instructor. The principles of andragogy address 
the unique learning environment conducive to adult learning.  
 
Reference 
 
Fisher, D. & Frey, N. (2010).  Guided instruction:  How to develop confident and 
successful learners.   Alexander, Virginia:  Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development (ASCD)  
Knowles, M. (1980).  The Modern Practice of Adult Education:  From Pedagogy to 
Andragogy.  New York, NY:  Cambridge, The Adult Education Company. 
Keywords 
 
Scaffolding, ZPD, Questioning, Prompting, Cueing, Modeling, Fading, Imitating, and 
Feedback 
 
Grade Level 
 
All grade levels 
 
Time Frame 
 
Two hours 
 
Materials Required 
 
White board, flip pad, markers, notepads, pencils, pens 
 
Objectives 
 
1) Describe the four essential components of guided instruction 
2) What does ZPD mean and why is it important in the process of teaching? 
3) What are the eight elements of effective scaffolding?  
4) What are the functions and differences of questioning, prompting, cueing, direct 
explanation, and modeling? 
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5) How and why is feedback used in teaching? 
Competency Assessment 
 
Student competency will be assessed through student responses to questions posed by the 
instructor on the objectives of the class.  This will be done at the end of the course. 
 
Guided Instruction Course 
 
Learning  
 
Telling alone does not result in learning. Telling alone does not result in understanding in 
all cases.  A technique of instruction referred to as guided instruction involves the 
strategic use of questions, assessment-informed prompts, cues, direct explanations and 
modeling to guide students in the development of their thinking and learning. This 
technique is based on a few theories including the following: 
 
• Theory of Cognitive Development - Jean Piget, 1952  
• Zone of Proximal Development – Lev Vygotsky, 1978 
• Social Learning Theory and Self-Efficacy Theory – Albert Bandura, 1965, 1977 
• Scaffolding – David Wood, Jerome Bruner, and Gail Ross, 1976 
 
Guided instruction can be applied to an entire class, small groups, or individuals.  Needs-
based small-group instruction is one of the most effective instructional environments for 
teachers to facilitate learning. A rule of thumb is four students for small group 
instruction.  Teaching is most effective when the instructor knows when to use questions, 
prompts, cues, direct explanations, or modeling to effective learning with the student. 
 
Guided instruction includes four essential components: 
 
1. Questioning to check for understanding 
2. Prompting to facilitate students’ cognitive processes 
3. Cueing to shift students’ attention to focus on specific information, errors, or 
partial understandings 
4. Explaining and Modeling when students do not have sufficient knowledge to 
complete tasks 
 
Scaffolding 
 
Central to the concept of scaffolding is the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD).  The 
definition of ZPD is that a student’s developmental level consists of two parts:  actual 
developmental level and potential developmental level.  The ZPD is the distance between 
the actual developmental level as determined by independent (student) problem solving 
and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under 
instructor guidance.  It is the difference between what a learner can do independently and 
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what can be accomplished with the help of a tutor or teacher.  The learning process is 
expanded through a scaffolding process.    
 
Distribute Handout #1: Eight Elements to Scaffolding       
 
There are eight essential elements to scaffolding: 
 
1. Pre-engage the student and the curriculum.  The teacher considers curriculum 
goals and the students’ need to select appropriate tasks. 
2. Establish a shared goal.  The student is likely to become more motivated and 
invested in the learning process when the teacher works with each student to plan 
instructional goals. 
3. Actively assess students’ needs and understandings.  The teacher must be 
knowledgeable of course content and aware of the students’ knowledge level to 
determine if they are making progress. 
4. Provide tailored assistance.  This may include cueing or prompting, questioning, 
modeling, direct instruction or discussion.   
5. Maintain pursuit of the goal.  The teacher can ask questions and request 
clarification as well as offer praise and encouragement to help students remain 
focused on the tasks and goals. 
6. Give feedback.  Summarize current progress and note behaviors that contribute to 
each student’s success. 
7. Control for frustration and risk.  Create an environment in which the students 
feel free to take risks with learning by encouraging them to try alternatives. 
8. Assist internalization, independence, and generalization to other contexts.  
The teacher helps the student to be less dependent. The teacher provides the 
opportunity to practice academic tasks in a variety of contexts.   
 
Fading – the instructor fads the support provided to the student. This needs to occur as 
the students internalizes the problem solving process or method.   
 
Questioning to Check for Understanding      
 
Questioning to check for understanding is foundational to guided instruction.  Student 
responses to questions provide the teacher with a decision-making point:  Do I need to 
further scaffold this students understanding?   Questioning informs the teacher of the 
following:  
 
• What the student knows 
• What the students does not know 
• The extent to which a student is linking background knowledge with newer 
concepts 
• If there are fundamental misconceptions that are getting in the way of 
understanding. 
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Distribute Handout # 2:  Types of Questions to Determine Student Knowledge - 
Discuss 
 
 
Prompts 
 
Prompts are statements made by the teacher to focus students on the cognitive and 
metacognitive processes needed to complete a learning task. 
 
Prompts differ from questioning techniques.  Questions provide the teacher with an initial 
measure of what the students knows.  Prompting represents the next step and is focused 
on getting the student to do the cognitive work to complete the task.  Questioning - 
assessment Prompting - doing. 
 
Prompts fall into one of two broad categories:  cognitive or metacognitive.   
 
A cognitive prompt is designed to trigger academic knowledge.  These prompts activate 
background knowledge and encourage students to apply this knowledge to solve a 
problem. 
A metacognitive prompt is designed to require students to consider methods to problem 
solve (heuristics) and to reflect upon their learning.  These are prompts that encourage 
students to apply their judgement, draw on previous experiences, and use academic 
knowledge to solve problems.   
 
Distribute Handout #3:  Heuristic Prompts - Discuss 
 
 
Productive failure – allowing students to make errors so that students have the chance to 
figure out what went wrong and then try a different approach.      
 
 
Cues 
 
Cues are used to shift a student’s attention to a source of information that will increase 
his understanding, or to highlight an error or misunderstanding. Cues are specific and 
direct. Cues are different from prompts, which are indirect and designed to stimulate 
cognitive processing. Cues sometimes follow prompts to stimulate learning, especially 
when the prompt has not been intense enough for the student to solve a problem.  Cueing 
is designed to direct the student’s attention.  Verbal cues are used extensively by teachers 
on a daily basis. They serve as hints or clues.  They are typically short and concise.  
 
Distribute Handout #4:  Examples of Verbal and Emphasis Cues – Discuss 
 
Direct Explanation         
 
Guided instruction is all about a dialogue (interactive) process between the teacher and  
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student.  There are times, however, when the teacher must take control of the learning 
process in a direct way.  Sometimes, direct explanations and modeling are required when 
prompting and cueing are not sufficient.   
 
Direct explanation, modeling, and thinking aloud are teaching techniques that are often 
used together.  This is conducted effectively when the teacher clearly states what strategy 
is being taught and when it will be used.  The teacher then uses a thinking aloud model 
that includes the reasoning involved in using the strategy.  This direct explanation and 
modeling is then followed by guided instruction with the student and accompanied by 
scaffolding using prompts and cues.  
 
When using the direct explanation approach, the teacher should provide the facts, the 
steps involved in the process, and when and why to do it.  Direct explanation is used 
when questioning has indicated a learning need and the scaffolding process has not been 
successful in addressing the need. 
 
Modeling 
 
Modeling is defined as a demonstration of a skill or problem-solving strategy by a subject 
matter expert.  Apprenticeship programs work with this concept and have been used for 
centuries as an effective learning process.  Much of our learning outside of academic 
circles occurs through this instructional method.  Modeling is used extensively in 
performing arts and athletics. It can and has been used effectively in reading writing, and 
mathematics. 
 
Modeling is enhanced as a teaching technique when the teacher uses a think-aloud 
process. A think-aloud is a verbal protocol for explaining the process of the problem 
solving.  After the use of this scaffolding technique, the teacher can have the student 
perform the problem-solving task and ask the student to think-aloud as they proceed with 
the task.  This provides the teacher evidence that the student understands the problem-
solving process.   
 
 
Feedback 
 
Feedback is the breakfast of champions.  Research indicates that feedback is a powerful 
way to improve student learning.  The most effective feedback provides students with 
information about their progress or success and what course of action they can take to 
improve their understanding and performance.    
 
Students easily see through false praise.  Be genuine, honest, tactful, and helpful.  A 
teacher must always avoid sarcasm.                
 
Andragogy 
 
1. Learning climate – The environment should allow adults to feel accepted,  
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2. respected, and supported.  They should feel free to express themselves without 
fear of being belittled. 
 
3. Diagnosis of needs - The emphasis should be placed on the involvement of adult 
students to identify through self-diagnosis what skills they need to focus on for 
improvement. This is done through a process of identifying what the goals are and 
where they currently are in terms of those goals. 
 
4. Planning process – Adult learners should be involved in the planning process for 
their own learning with the instructors.  The planning should be a mutual process 
to obtain ownership and commitment from the independent and self-directed adult 
student. 
 
5. Evaluation of learning – Instructors need to provide evidence to assist the adult 
student to self-evaluate and understand where they are in regard to their progress 
towards education goals.  It is a mutual process between the instructor and 
student.      
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APPENDIX – F 
STUDENT SURVEY 
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Student Survey 
   
     Place a check in the box you most agree 
with.  
        
Interest in Education Classes 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1.  I am interested in improving my 
academic skills          
2.  I find learning activities stimulating         
3.  I find myself thinking about school.         
4.  I am usually eager to attend class.          
I would rather work and make money than go 
to school         
I would rather hang-out with my friends than 
go to school          
Value of Correctional Education 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5.  Participating in correctional education 
classes is necessary for me to reach my goals.         
6.  I measure my success by achieving 
education milestones such as a mandatory 
literacy certificate, GED, or vocational 
education certificate.         
7.  Obtaining an education is important for my 
pride and self-image.         
8.  Getting an education certificate or diploma 
improves my chances of staying out of prison.         
Adult education is not necessary for most 
adults 
   Adult education is an important way to help 
people cope with changes in their lives 
    Demographics Yes No 
  1.  I am currently in the mandatory literacy 
class.     
  2.  I am currently in the GED class.     
  
     3.  Please describe in 2-3 sentences your overall experience in high school. 
_____________________________________________________ 
  _______________________________________________
_______________________________________________ 
_____
_____ 
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CORE STUDENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Core Student Questions 
 
 
Instructional Methods 
1. What instructional method have you found to be most helpful with your learning? 
2. Please describe why this method has been the most helpful for you. 
Support in the Learning Process 
1. Have you felt supported in your learning process? 
2. (If yes)  Please describe how you felt you were supported? 
3. (If no)  Please describe what could be changed to enable you to feel supported. 
Self-Efficacy 
1. Do you feel confident in your ability to perform academic work? 
2. (If yes) Has there been anything in particular that has helped you feel confident in 
your academic performance? 
3. (If no) What could be done to help you feel more confident in your academic 
abilities?  
Value of Education 
1. Please describe your thoughts on the importance of education. 
2. Do you plan to continue your education after release from prison? 
3. What can we do to improve the value of education for inmates?   
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APPENDIX – H 
CORE TUTOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Core Tutor Questions 
Instructional Methods 
1. Describe what instructional method you believe was most effective with student 
learning? 
2. What in the tutor training program best prepared you for providing effective 
instruction? 
3. What can be improved in the tutor training program? 
4. Please share your thoughts on the merit of using trained peer tutors in correctional 
education classes. 
Perceived Student Engagement 
1. Do you think students became more engaged in their academic coursework over 
time? 
2. (If yes)  What would you attribute this increase in engagement to? 
3. (If no)  Why do you believe they did not increase their engagement level? 
4. What can be done to improve student engagement? 
Overall Experience as a Tutor 
1. Did you enjoy your experience as a tutor? 
2. (If so) Please describe what was enjoyable about your experience? 
3. (If not) What can be done to improve the tutor experience?  
4. Are there advantages to using trained peer mentors in other correctional learning 
environments?  
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Time Line 
The time line for this study is described below. 
Dates 
 
 
       5/12/18 – 6/18/18 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7/12/18 – 8/31/18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8/26/18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9/4/18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9/6/18 – 9/17/18 
 
 
Actions 
 
 
Seek and obtain consent 
from the ADC and 
CoreCivic to conduct 
research 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Seek IRB approval 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Develop lesson plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Meet with the 
teachers with a year 
or more experience 
to provide Teacher 
Recruitment Letter. 
Select the two 
teachers. 
 
 
 
Present Student 
Recruitment Letters 
and select the 80 
Procedures 
 
 
Prepare and submit letters 
and research applications to 
the ADC Director and 
CoreCivic Research Unit.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepare and submit the 
necessary IRB application 
along with the required 
documents.  Make 
modifications as requested. 
 
 
Develop a lesson plan based 
on the instructional 
principles involving 
scaffolding, prompting, 
cueing, and direct 
explanation. 
 
Principal screened the 
teachers with a year or more 
of correctional experience. 
Work with the principal to 
select the two teachers.  
Randomly assign one to the 
control group and one to the 
treatment group.  
 
 
Have the principal 
randomly make student 
assignments to the control 
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9/10/18 – 9/10/18 
 
 
  
9/19/18 
 
 
 
9/19/18 
 
 
 
 
9/19/18 
 
 
 
 
 
9/20/18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9/24/18 – 12/12/18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10/7/18 
 
 
 
 
12/19/18 – 12/21/18 
volunteer students. 
 
Present Tutor and 
Aide Recruitment 
Letters  
 
Start the intervention 
 
 
 
Administer Pre-Tests 
 
 
 
 
Administered Pre-Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
Conducted training with the 
tutors 
 
 
 
 
 
Consented potential students 
for research classes and 
administered the pre-survey 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Loaded pre-data in SPSS 
 
 
 
 
Administered post-
and treatment groups. 
 
Select tutors and aides for 
the study  
 
 
Start the four classes 
selected for involvement in 
the study  
 
The teachers administered 
TABE and Pre-GED tests. 
 
 
 
A teacher and 
administrative clerk 
administered the pre-survey 
 
 
 
A teacher conducted the 
training on the expanded 
content of the peer tutor 
training with the selected 
tutors. 
 
 
Monitor vacancies on a 
weekly basis and fill those 
vacancies after consenting 
the inmates.  Administer the 
pre-survey to those inmates 
that consented.  Meet with 
the teachers and respond to 
questions and inquiries as 
needed 
 
 
Set up variables and pre-
data in SPSS files  
 
 
. 
Have the teachers and 
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January 22 - 25  
 
 
 
 
 
January 1 – February 8 
 
 
 
February 22 
 
 
tests 
 
 
 
Administered post-
survey 
 
 
 
 
Conducted  interviews 
 
 
 
 
 
Analyzed data 
 
 
 
Submitted chapter 4 draft 
 
 
 
 
instructor supervisor 
administer TABE and Pre-
GED exams. 
 
Have a teacher and 
administrative clerk 
administer the post-survey. 
 
 
 
Conducted the interviews 
with eight students and a 
focus group with six tutors. 
 
 
 
Analyze data and prepare it 
for use in dissertation. 
 
 
Wrote, proofed, and 
submitted a draft of chapter 
4 
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APPROVAL: EXPEDITED REVIEW 
Elisabeth Gee 
Division of Educational Leadership and Innovation - Tempe 
480/965-4284 
Elisabeth.Gee@asu.edu 
Dear Elisabeth Gee: 
On 7/13/2018 the ASU IRB reviewed the following protocol: 
Type of Review: Initial Study  
Title: The Impact of Trained Peer Tutors on 
Students' Academic Performance in a 
Correctional Environment 
Investigator: Elisabeth Gee 
IRB ID: STUDY00008464 
Category of 
review: 
(6) Voice, video, digital, or image 
recordings, (7)(b) Social science methods, 
(7)(a) Behavioral research 
Funding: None 
Grant Title: None 
Grant ID: None 
Documents • Student Survey in Excel.xlsx, Category: 
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Reviewed: Measures (Survey questions/Interview 
questions /interview guides/focus group 
questions); 
• Core Tutor Questions.docx, Category: 
Measures (Survey questions/Interview 
questions /interview guides/focus group 
questions); 
• Research Approval--ADC.pdf, Category: 
Off-site authorizations (school permission, 
other IRB approvals, Tribal permission etc); 
• Research Approval--Core Civic.pdf, 
Category: Off-site authorizations (school 
permission, other IRB approvals, Tribal 
permission etc); 
• IRB Submission-Tutors-Revision V.docx, 
Category: IRB Protocol; 
• Research-Focus Group Approval.pdf, 
Category: Other (to reflect anything not 
captured above); 
• Student Informed Consent Form-
Revised.docx, Category: Consent Form; 
• Tutor Informed Consent Form.docx, 
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Category: Consent Form; 
• Teacher Informed Consent Form-
Revised.docx, Category: Consent Form; 
• Core Student Questions.docx, Category: 
Measures (Survey questions/Interview 
questions /interview guides/focus group 
questions); 
 
The IRB approved the protocol from 7/13/2018 to 8/28/2019 inclusive. Three 
weeks before 8/28/2019 you are to submit a completed Continuing Review 
application and required attachments to request continuing approval or closure.  
If continuing review approval is not granted before the expiration date of 
8/28/2019 approval of this protocol expires on that date. When consent is 
appropriate, you must use final, watermarked versions available under the 
“Documents” tab in ERA-IRB. 
In conducting this protocol you are required to follow the requirements listed in 
the INVESTIGATOR MANUAL (HRP-103). 
Sincerely, 
IRB Administrator 
